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Abstract			 This	report	describes	a	collections	management	project	undertaken	on	archaeological	finds	excavated	at	the	Major	John	Bradford	Homestead	in	1972	and	1973.	One	of	the	chief	goals	of	the	project	were	to	clean	all	artifacts	that	had	not	been	processed	after	sorting	the	materials	that	had	been	processed	and	labeled	and	to	reunite	them	with	their	provenience	groups.	The	next	goal	was	to	catalogue	all	of	the	finds	and	to	re-bag	and	re-box	all	of	the	materials	in	archivally	appropriate	bags	and	acid-free	boxes	and	to	provide	a	box	inventory	keyed	to	the	catalogue	so	that	future	researchers	or	exhibit	designers	could	readily	locate	objects	of	interest.	A	further	goal	was	to	provide	a	narrative	about	the	excavations	and	to	make	suggestions	about	how	to	interpret	the	archaeological	evidence	and	to	suggest	potential	future	research.	All	of	these	goals	were	met	and	are	detailed	in	this	report.	
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Chapter	1	
Introduction			 In	2009	the	Jones	River	Village	Historical	Society	(JRVHS)	commissioned	Boston	University	archaeologists	under	the	direction	of	Dr.	Mary	C.	Beaudry	to	undertake	a	collections	management	study	of	artifacts	recovered	during	excavations	at	their	key	property,	the	Major	John	Bradford	Homestead	in	Kingston,	Massachusetts	(Figure	1–1);	this	work	was	funded	by	a	grant-in-aid	from	the	town	of	Kingston,	Massachusetts.	The	materials	had	been	excavated	from	the	site	of	the	Major	John	Bradford	Homestead	in	the	summer	field	seasons	of	1972	and	1973	and	had	been	housed	at	Plimoth	Plantation	since	that	time	(Dempsey	and	Beaudry	2003).	The	excavations	were	conducted	by	James	Deetz	and	Erik	Eckholm,	who	served	respectively	as	Associate	Director	and	Research	Associate	at	Plimoth	Plantation.	The	JRVHS	was	interested	in	bringing	the	archaeological	materials	back	to	the	site,	while	at	the	same	time,	Plimoth	Plantation	was	interested	in	de-accessioning	collections	that	did	not	fall	squarely	within	the	Plantation’s	mission	of	preserving,	presenting,	and	interpreting	evidence	of	the	earliest	years	of	the	Plymouth	Colony	settlement.		 Neither	the	JRVHS	nor	we	at	Boston	University	were	prepared	for	the	size	and	extent	of	the	collection,	though	we	had	a	fairly	good	idea	of	the	condition	it	was	in	(see	Chapter	3).	It	required	multiple	trips	to	move	the	collection	from	Plimoth	Plantation	to	Boston	University	and,	by	the	time	the	materials	were	fully	processed,	re-bagged,	and	re-boxed,	it	was	clear	that	the	storage	boxes	would	occupy	more	linear	feet	of	storage	space	than	is	available	in	climate-controlled	space	in	the	converted	barn	at	the	Bradford	Homestead,	so	instead	of	“going	home,”	the	collection	is	to	be	housed	in	the	Kingston	town	library.	
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	Figure	1–1.	USGS	topographical	map,	7.5	series,	indicating	location	of	the	Major	John	Bradford	Homestead,	50	Landing	Road,	Kingston,	Massachusetts.		
Historical	Overview	of	the	Major	John	Bradford	Property	by	Sara	Belkin	and	Mary	Beaudry		 The	history	of	the	Bradford	House	property	and	its	occupants	has	been	thoroughly	researched	and	reported	by	Claire	Dempsey	(Dempsey	2010a,	2010b,	2010c)	Dempsey	also	prepared	the	National	Register	nomination	form	that	placed	the	Bradford	House	on	the	National	Register	of	Historic	Places	(Dempsey	and	Friedberg	2006).	Here	we	offer	an	overview	of	the	owners	and	occupants	of	the	property.		 The	land	on	which	the	Bradford	House	stands	was	given	to	Major	John	Bradford	in	1687	by	his	father	William	Bradford,	and	the	existing	house	was	built	ca.	1714	(Oxford	Dendrochronology	Laboratory	2005).	The	house	is	located	on	Landing	Road	in	Kingston,	
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Massachusetts,	overlooking	the	Jones	River.	The	property	was	occupied	until	1920,	when	Kingston	resident	Sarah	Drew	purchased	the	house	and	sold	it	to	the	Jones	River	Village	Club	(now	the	Jones	River	Village	Historical	Society	[JRVHS])	(Dempsey	2010a:	3);	since	then,	the	JRVHS	has	maintained	the	house	and	property	as	a	historic	house	museum.	Between	John	Bradford’s	acquisition	of	the	property	and	its	sale	to	the	JRVHS,	the	property	has	seen	many	occupants.		
The	Bradford	Period		 William	Bradford	signed	a	deed	on	October	5,	1687,	not	filed	until	after	his	death	in	1701,	giving	to	his	son,	Major	John	Bradford,	“a	certain	farm	or	tract	of	land	consisting	of	meadows	and	upland	situated	lying	and	being	in	the	township	of	Plimouth	aforesaid	and	whereon	the	said	John	Bradford	hath	built	and	whereon	he	now	dwelleth”	(Will	of	William	Bradford,	in	Dempsey	2010a:	21).	According	to	Corriveau	(1998:	10),	William	Bradford	received	the	land	at	Stony	Brook	when	colonists	were	given	individual	allotments	of	land.	In	1687,	Major	John	Bradford,	aged	35,	was	married	to	Mercy	Warren	and	had	three	children	(Dempsey	2010a:	19;	Corriveau	1998:	8).		 By	1736,	Major	John	and	Mercy	had	four	additional	children,	Mercy,	Samuel,	Priscilla,	and	William	(Dempsey	2010a:	21).	As	his	father	had	done,	Major	John	began	partitioning	and	distributing	tracts	of	his	land	to	his	sons	and	daughters.	Since	it	was	common	for	the	youngest	son	to	stay	at	home	and	care	for	the	parents,	Major	John,	according	to	Dempsey,	gave	his	son	William	only	a	small	amount	of	land	in	1713	(Dempsey	2010a:	20).	It	was	long	assumed	that	Major	John	Bradford	was	responsible	for	building	the	existing	Bradford	House,	but	the	dendrochronology	date	of	1714	makes	this	unlikely.	In	1714	William	
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married	Hannah	Foster;	Dempsey	suggests	that	“the	[1714]	house	may	have	been	constructed	by	or	for	William	as	he	launched	his	new	family”	(Dempsey	2010b:	7).	By	the	time	Major	John	died	in	1736,	his	own	sons	had	predeceased	him.	His	will	written	on	2	October	1732	bequeathed	his	land	to	his	grandsons,	the	five	sons	of	William.	When	William	died	in	1728,	he	left	“a	widow	and	six	children	under	eleven”	(Dempsey	2010b:	7).	Dempsey	notes	that	“it	would	appear	that	there	were	two	houses	at	this	time,	one	of	Major	John	and	one	of	the	descendent	William”	(2010b:	8).	It	would	also	appear	that	the	archaeological	evidence	supports	this	interpretation	(see	discussion	of	Feature	2	in	Chapter	2).		
The	Chipman	Period		 In	1721,	Major	John	Bradford’s	daughter,	Priscilla	Bradford,	married	Seth	Chipman,	a	cooper	(Dempsey	2010b:	12;	Corriveau	1998).	In	1722,	Major	John	gave	land	to	the	new	couple	(Dempsey	2010b:	13).	In	the	1740s,	their	son	Seth	Chipman	Jr.	was	one	of	three	men	who	purchased	the	land	shares	from	the	five	grandsons	of	Major	John	Bradford.	The	1750	deed	pertaining	to	Chipman’s	parcel	of	land	states	that	“Seth	Chipman	is	to	have	that	piece	of	land	adjoining	to	the	Landing	Place	lying	next	to	Jones	River	including	the	dwelling	
house	now	standing	thereon	and	that	piece	of	salt	meadow	next	to	Jones	River”	(Dempsey	2010b:	14).	Thus	Seth	Chipman	Jr.	owned	the	portion	of	Bradford	property	with	the	1714	house,	and	it	is	likely	that	he	was	responsible	for	doubling	its	size	in	the	mid-eighteenth	century	(Dempsey	2010b:	2–3;	15).		 In	the	probate	records,	Seth	Jr.	was	described	as	a	Kingston	mariner	who	was	married	to	Sarah	Riply	of	Plympton	with	two	daughters,	Sarah	and	Mercy	Chipman	(Dempsey	
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2010c:	6).	When	Seth	Jr.	died	during	a	sea	voyage,	Cornelius	Sampson	was	appointed	administrator	of	the	estate	on	23	May	1766	(Dempsey	2010c:	6).	The	probate	records	and	a	legislative	petition	show	that	Riply	was	in	debt	and	could	not	afford	to	take	care	of	her	children	and	the	house.	As	a	result,	she	needed	to	sell	the	property	(Dempsey	2010c:	6–7).	Accordingly,	Sarah	and	her	father	William	Riply	sold	the	land	to	Cornelius	Sampson	(Corriveau	1998).	Also	in	1771	William	Riply,	a	Kingston	yeoman,	was	appointed	guardian	of	Seth	Jr.	and	Sarah	Riply’s	two	minor	daughters	(Dempsey	2010c:	6)).	This	record	states	that	the	daughters	in	1771	were	under	14	years	of	age,	and	in	a	legislative	petition	written	in	1770	by	Sarah	Riply	and	her	father,	Sarah	and	Mercy	were	reported	to	be	aged	five	and	three,	respectively	(Dempsey	2010c:	7).	Dempsey	concludes	that	after	selling	the	house	and	property	to	Sampson,	Sarah	and	her	daughters	relocated	from	the	Bradford	house	to	Plympton,	Massachusetts	(Dempsey	2009a:	12).		
The	Sampson	Period	
	 In	1771,	Sarah	Riply	and	her	father	sold	the	property	containing	the	house	to	Kingston	trader	Cornelius	Sampson	(Corriveau	1998:	12;	Dempsey	2010b:	18).	In	February	of	1780,	Cornelius	gave	his	son	Joseph	Sampson	the	nine	acres	and	dwelling	house	(Dempsey	2010b:	18).	Several	years	later,	in	1787,	Joseph	married	Judith	Drew.	They	had	two	children,	Joseph	Jr.	born	in	1799	and	Betsy	born	in	1790	(Corriveau	1998:	14;	Dempsey	2010b:	18).		 At	the	time	of	Colonel	Sampson’s	death	in	1804,	Joseph	was	five	and	Betsy	was	14.	In	Sampson’s	will,	the	real	estate	was	given	first	to	his	widow	until	their	son	Joseph	turned	21	or	Judith	remarried.	Another	third	was	given	to	Joseph	when	he	turned	21	or	if	his	mother	
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remarried,	and	the	final	third	was	given	to	Betsy	with	the	same	stipulations	(Dempsey	2010b:	19).	Judith	remarried	in	1805	to	widower	John	Thomas	and	went	to	live	with	her	new	husband,	most	likely	taking	her	two	young	children	to	her	new	home	at	the	Thomas	family	homestead	in	Kingston.	Judith	and	John	Thomas	nevertheless	retained	“at	least	a	half	interest	in	the	Sampson	Farm	and	paid	taxes	on	the	property	in	the	1830s”	(Dempsey	2010b:	20;	Corriveau	1998:	14).	Dempsey	cites	evidence	that	tax	records	indicate	that	in	the	1830s,	a	part	of	the	Sampson	Farm	was	leased	by	tenants.		
The	Beal	Period		 In	1824,	Joseph	Sampson	sold	to	his	sister	Betsy	and	her	husband	Thomas	Beal	five	acres	of	the	homestead,	but	retained	the	land	with	the	house	(Dempsey	2010b:	23).	Throughout	the	next	two	decades,	the	Beals	sold	land	to	a	Henry	Bartlett	and	the	Old	Colony	Railroad	(Dempsey	2010c:	2).	Poll	tax	records	indicate	that	during	the	1830s,	a	parade	of	tenants	leased	the	house	from	Joseph	Sampson.	A	D.	Cushman	paid	taxes	on	the	Sampson	farm	in	1830,	while	an	Elisha	Waterman	paid	taxes	in	1831,	and	a	John	Cushing	paid	taxes	in	1832	(Dempsey	2010b:	25).	Betsy	and	Thomas	had	two	sons,	Alexander	and	Joseph,	but	by	1830,	the	Bradford	House	was	inhabited	by	solely	by	tenants.	Joseph	Sampson	retained	the	house	and	landing	that	made	up	the	“core	of	the	homestead”	until	sometime	before	Betsy’s	death	in	1869	(Dempsey	2010b:	25).	In	her	will,	Betsy	divided	the	land	between	her	two	sons	Joseph	and	Alexander,	and	by	this	time,	she	possessed	ownership	of	the	house	(Dempsey	2010b:	25).	Between	December	1870	and	February	1872	Joseph	Beal	purchased	for	$2500	Alexander’s	portion	of	the	land,	which	contained	the	dwelling	house	(Dempsey	2010b:	25).	
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The	McGrath	Period		 In	1875,	Joseph	Beal	sold	thirteen	and	¾	acres	of	the	Bradford	property,	including	the	house,	to	a	Robert	McGrath	(Dempsey	2010b:	25).	The	deed,	signed	30	March	1875,	indicates	that	Robert	McGrath	paid	$1600	to	Joseph	Beal	(Dempsey	2010b:	27).	Robert	was	married	to	Catherine	(or	Katherine),	and	they	had	two	daughters	Mary	Jane	and	Julia	Anna	(Corriveau	1998:	15);	the	McGraths	were	owner-occupiers	(Dempsey	2010b:	27).	Catherine	became	the	property	owner	when	Robert	died	in	1898,	until	she	subdivided	the	eight	and	¾	acres	into	several	lots.	These	she	gave	to	her	daughter	Julia	in	two	deeds	dating	1905	and	1907	(PCD	918:472	1905;	PCD	969:3	1907).	The	deeds	reveal	that	while	Catherine	McGrath	was	living	in	Kingston,	perhaps	at	the	Bradford	House,	Julia	was	listed	as	living	in	Boston,	Massachusetts.	Corriveau	refers	to	an	undated	article	written	by	Katherine	S.	Calahane,	“The	Early	Irish	in	Kingston,”	which	mentions	Robert	McGrath	as	one	of	the	first	Irish	immigrants	to	live	in	Kingston.	He	lived	in	the	Bradford	House	and	worked	for	the	Old	Colony	Railroad	(Corriveau	1998:	16).	Another	undated	article	cited	by	Corriveau,	Sarah	Bailey’s	“A	Civic	Progress,”	indicates	that	Julia	McGrath	rented	the	house	to	Italian	immigrants,	who	were	beginning	to	arrive	in	Kingston	in	large	numbers	(Corriveau	1998:	16).	Julia	inherited	the	property	upon	her	mother’s	death	in	1908;	she	wanted	to	sell	it	and,	and	at	that	time	there	were	several	individuals	who	hoped	to	purchase	it	in	order	to	preserve	the	historic	Bradford	House.	It	was	eventually	sold	in	January,	1911	(Dempsey	2010b:	32).			
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Lippincott,	Wright,	Drew	&	James	River	Village	Club		 The	subsequent	owners	of	the	Bradford	House	were	not	occupants	of	the	site;	they	acted	as	both	rental	owners	and	preservationists	of	the	property	as	a	historical	site.	Through	a	deed	dated	16	January	1911	Julia	McGrath	sold	the	Bradford	property,	now	six	acres,	to	aWalter	Lippincott	from	Philadelphia	(Dempsey	2010b:	33).	At	this	point,	the	site	was	accorded	its	historical	significance,	since	the	house	was	now	listed	as	“the	buildings	thereon	known	as	the	Major	John	Bradford	Place.”	The	1910	census	records	indicate	that	a	family	by	the	name	of	Acolla	rented	the	house	from	Lippincott	and	lists	38-year	old	Sebastiano	Acolla	as	living	with	his	family	at	the	house	(Dempsey	2010b:	33).	He	is	listed	as	an	immigrant	from	Italy,	who	could	read	and	write	and	speak	English,	and	was	a	merchant	who	worked	in	a	fruit	store.	His	wife	Carmella	was	36	years	old,	also	from	Italy.	Sebastiano	immigrated	to	the	United	States	in	1901,	with	Carmella	following	in	1903.	The	record	indicates	they	had	two	sons,	both	born	in	Massachusetts:	Fierontino	(b.	1906)	and	Gaetano	(b.	1905).	A	boarder,	Roberto,	was	also	living	at	Bradford.	He,	too,	was	from	Italy	and	had	immigrated	to	the	United	States	in	1905.	Like	Sebastiano,	he	worked	as	a	merchant	at	a	fruit	store.	A	photograph	taken	in	1914	of	the	Bradford	House	shows	a	mother	and	two	sons	standing	outside	the	front	door	of	the	house.	This	picture	is	believed	to	be	of	Carmella	and	her	two	sons,	who	in	1914	would	have	been	aged	eight	and	nine	(Dempsey	2010b:	33).		 In	1920,	Lippincott	sold	the	property	to	Ezra	Wright,	who	in	1921	sold	the	property	to	Emily	Drew.	Drew	was	interested	in	preserving	the	history	of	the	house,	and	thus	sold	it	to	the	James	River	Village	Club,	a	historical	society,	interested	in	preserving	it	as	a	Kingston	historical	site	(Dempsey	2010b:	34;	Dempsey	and	Friedberg	2006:	sect.	8,	p.	6).		
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Overview	of	the	Collections	Project		 While	the	chief	aim	of	the	project	was	to	catalog	and	rehouse	the	collection	in	archivist-approved	bags	and	boxes	and	to	clean	all	of	the	materials	prior	to	re-bagging	and	re-boxing	them,	the	JRVHS	was	also	hopeful	that	it	might	be	possible	for	the	project	director	to	produce	some	sort	of	a	report	on	the	excavations.	Beaudry	took	encouragement	from	the	fact	that	one	of	her	PhD	students	had	been	able	to	prepare	a	fairly	comprehensive	report	of	Deetz’s	excavations	at	the	site	of	Parting	Ways	(Hutchins	2013)1	and	promised	to	make	of	go	of	it.	It	proved	impossible	to	prepare	a	proper	report,	however.	James	Deetz,	Beaudry’s	PhD	advisor,	once	told	her	that	no	one	would	ever	be	able	to	write	a	report	on	any	of	the	sites	he	had	ever	excavated.	He	knew	what	he	was	talking	about	in	this	regard,	because	he	was	fully	aware	that	the	work	done	at	the	John	Bradford	and	other	sites	excavated	by	Deetz,	Eckholm,	and	a	team	of	volunteers	(several	of	Deetz’s	nine	children	and	their	friends	often	participated	on	his	“digs”	and	two,	Toni	and	Eric,	have	followed	archaeology	as	a	profession)	had	not	been	documented	with	field	notes	and	the	usual	impedimenta	of	archaeological	field	recording.	The	collection	came	to	BU	with	very	little	to	work	with	for	the	purposes	of	preparing	a	site	report:	there	was	an	incomplete	bag	or	provenience	list,	a	couple	of	profile	drawings	from	early	on	in	the	fieldwork,	and	a	large	map	showing	the	grids	established	in	front	and	in	back	of	the	house	(each	area	or	“unit”	in	front	or	in	the	back	of	the	house	had	a	different	datum	and	hence	a	different	grid).	Most	test	pits	and	grid	squares	were	excavated	“surface	to	sub”	without	concern	for	or	attention	to	stratigraphy,	and	the	fill	of	any	features	found	was	removed	as	a	single	depositional	unit.	Any	possible																																																									1	Karen	Hutchins	(now	Hutchins-Keim)	was	able	to	prepare	a	report	on	Parting	Ways	because	some	time	after	Deetz’s	work,	archaeologists	Connie	Crosby	and	Stephen	Mrozowski	conducted	further	excavation	there,	carefully	recording	stratigraphy	and	hence	providing	Hutchins	with	a	pathway	to	reconstruct	what	the	depositional	sequences	may	have	been	for	the	units	excavated	under	Deetz’s	aegis.	
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stratigraphy	was	ignored	or	overlooked.	Sadly,	this	is	true	for	most	intriguing	feature	found	at	the	site,	Feature	2,	which	gives	every	indication	of	having	been	the	cellar	hole	for	a	late	seventeenth-century	Bradford	House	that	preceded	the	current	ca.	1714	Bradford	House	(Dempsey	and	Beaudry	2003).	The	JRVHS	has	been	very	keen	for	us	to	be	able	to	prove	that	this	cellar	hole	is	what	it	seems	everyone	seems	think	it	is.	It	is	not	clear	what	the	excavators	made	of	this	feature,	because	they	believed	that	the	existing	Bradford	House	dated	to	1674	(Deetz	and	Deetz	2000:	184),	as	did	the	JRVHS	until	timbers	in	the	house	were	dated	by	dendrochronology	to	1714.	In	other	words,	the	excavators	were	not	looking	for	an	earlier	structure,	nor	did	they	expect	to	find	one.		 Writing	a	technical	site	report	on	the	Bradford	excavations	has	not	been	possible,	but	Beaudry	attempted	to	find	some	way	of	learning	what	went	on,	what	the	day-to-day	operations	and	decision	making	was	like.	She	contacted	several	individuals	who	had	participated	in	the	dig,	none	of	whom	seemed	to	remember	anything	except	that	they	recalled	finding	lots	of	potsherds	and	clay	pipe	fragments.	some	had	worked	on	excavations	at	the	William	Bradford	site	in	the	1960s,	not	at	the	Major	John	Bradford	site.	Beaudry	contacted	Eric	Eckholm,	was	the	de	facto	man	in	charge	at	the	site	because	most	of	Deetz’s	time	was	devoted	to	developing	the	first-person	living	history	interpretive	program	for	the	1627	village	exhibit	at	Plimoth	Plantation	(Deetz	and	Deetz	2000:	269.	Eckholm,	an	excellent	photographer,	had	taken	many	photographs,	candid	ones	as	well	as	record	shots;	Beaudry’s	efforts	to	meet	with	him	to	discuss	the	photographs	and	prod	his	memory	as	to	what	was	going	on	in	the	photos	and	to	the	thought	process	and	decision	making	that	went	into	daily	work	on	the	site	were	unsuccessful.	Eckholm	was	willing	to	review	the	photos	and	is	reported	to	have	visited	the	site	on	his	own	after	being	contacted	by	Beaudry,	but	a	
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meeting	never	came	about.	Beaudry	offered	to	send	him	scanned	versions	of	the	color	slides	and	black-and-white	photographs,	but,	because	Eckholm,	in	good	keeping	with	the	values	of	those	who	worked	at	the	Plantation	with	Deetz,	was	largely	“off	the	grid,”	he	seemed	less	than	enthused	about	the	prospect	of	reviewing	digitized	copies	of	his	photographs.		 Nevertheless,	Eckholm’s	photography	is	the	fullest	and	most	extensive,	if	not	the	only,	documentation	of	the	1972–73	excavations	at	the	Major	John	Bradford	site.	Beaudry	decided	to	adopt	the	somewhat	novel	approach	of	preparing	a	photographic	essay	about	the	Bradford	excavations	(Chapter	2).	Chapter	2	also	addresses	the	interpretation	of	Feature	2,	suggesting	avenues	for	future	research	that	may	make	it	possible	to	reassess	the	ambiguous	but	highly	evocative	evidence	provided	by	the	mixed-together	finds	from	the	fill	of	the	cellar	hole.		 The	collections	project	described	in	Chapter	3	was	conducted	in	Boston	University’s	archaeological	research	lab,	which	is	equipped	with	artifact	cleaning	facilities,	drying	racks,	layout	space	for	sorting	finds,	and	supplies	and	equipment	needed	for	cataloguing,	as	well	as	shelf	space	for	temporary	storage	of	collections.		The	collections	project	was	directed	by	Beaudry	who	oversaw	first	PhD	student	Kathryn	Swanson	(now	Dr.	Kathryn	Swanson	Ness)	and	later	PhD	student	Sara	Belkin	(now	Dr.	Belkin);	both	oversaw	the	work	of	several	undergraduate	work-study	students	as	well	as	of	several	volunteers.	Chapter	3	describes	this	work	in	detail.	The	product	of	this	work	was	the	rehousing	of	all	of	the	artifacts	in	acid-free	storage	boxes	after	they	had	been	fully	catalogued;	the	box	inventory	appears	as	Appendix	A	and	the	catalog	as	Appendix	B.	
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	 Chapter	4,	written	by	Sara	Belkin,	discusses	the	artifacts,	first	the	collection	as	a	whole,	then	finds	from	specific	features	of	interest—including	Feature	2.	Chapter	5	briefly	summarizes	the	overall	collections	project	and	offers	recommendations	for	various	types	of	future	research,	not	just	for	confirming	(or	disproving)	that	Feature	2	was	the	cellar	for	the	seventeenth-century	Bradford	House,	but	also	for	potential	research	with	the	artifacts	from	the	Bradford	site.	The	major	accomplishment	of	the	collections	project	has	been	to	produce	a	comprehensive	catalog,	a	finding	aid	as	well	as	a	research	tool,	that	will	make	the	collection	accessible	for	future	researchers;	the	possibilities	are	manifold.		 	
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Chapter	2	
Archaeological	Excavations	at	the	Major	John	Bradford	Homestead:	
A	Photographic	Essay			 Because	no	field	notes	and	very	few	drawings	exist,	it	is	not	possible	to	write	a	proper	technical	report	for	the	archaeological	excavations	conducted	at	the	Major	John	Bradford	Homestead	in	1972	and	1973.	The	best	record	we	have	of	the	day-to-day	excavations	are	the	excellent	photographs	taken	by	Erik	Eckholm,	color	transparencies	(slides)	and	black	and	white	film	negatives,	most	of	which	include	a	menu	board	giving	the	date	the	picture	was	taken	and	some	indication	of	what	is	in	the	photograph.	These	provide	a	visual	narrative	of	how	the	excavations	proceeded	and	often	of	finds	from	various	features.		
The	1972	Season		 The	1972	season	involved	auger	testing	in	front	of	the	Bradford	House,	excavation	of	very	long	test	trench	in	both	the	front	and	rear	of	the	house,	and	excavations	that	explored	features	whose	presence	was	detected	through	the	results	of	the	auger	survey.2	Large	excavation	areas	are	normally	referred	to	as	operations	and	squares	within	a	grid	as	units,	but	for	the	Bradford	project,	the	front	of	the	house	was	designated	as	Unit	1	and	the	rear	as	Unit	2.	In	the	following	discussion	I	use	the	term	unit	to	refer	to	a	square	within	the	grid	and	otherwise	refer	simply	to	the	front,	back,	and	west	yards	of	the	house.		 The	first	step	taken	at	the	start	of	the	1972	season	was	to	establish	a	grid	across	the	area	indicated	by	the	shading	in	Figure	2–1	and	to	stake	out	and	string	a	grid	of	five-foot	squares	across	the	entire	expanse.	Next,	the	core	auger	survey	was	executed	systematically																																																									2	A	test	pit	was	excavated	in	the	cellar	of	the	1714	house;	it	is	not	clear	what	the	excavators	hoped	to	find	here.	The	test	pit	yielded	one	fragment	of	clear	vessel	glass.	
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within	the	grid	(Figure	2–2).	The	SE	corner	of	the	house	seems	to	have	served	as	the	datum	point	for	the	grid;	it	appears	that	units	were	labeled	in	terms	of	how	far	south	and	west	their	southwest	corners	were	from	that	point	(e.g.,	S12	W1).	
	Figure	2–1.	Location	of	1972	testing	and	excavations	in	front	of	the	house.	
											 											 Figure	2–2.	Top	left	and	right,	laying	out	and	stringing	the	grid;	bottom	left	and	 right,	 starting	 the	 systematic	 core-auger	 survey	 and	 recording	 soil	anomalies.	
	 15	
	The	results	of	the	auger	survey	were	recorded	and	plotted	on	a	large	map	that	showed	where	organically	enriched	soil	and	artifacts	had	been	encountered	(Figure	2–3).3	
	Figure	2–3.	Examining	the	plotted	results	of	the	core-auger	survey	to	determine	areas	to	target	for	excavation.		Grid	units	in	which	promising	soil	anomalies	were	located	were	the	first	units	to	be	excavated	(Figure	2–4).	Digging	was	done	for	the	most	part	with	shovels.	because	many	of	the	artifact	bags	are	labeled	with	the	unit	number	and	the	phrase	“surface	to	sub,”	we	know	that	stratigraphy	was	not	followed	or	recorded.	This	practice	seems	to	have	been	consistent	in	almost	every	instance.	A	sifting	screen	appears	in	some	of	the	photographs	of	the	work	(e.g.,	Figure	2–11),	leading	one	to	infer	that	the	soil	was	sifted	or	screened	for	small	finds.	The	fact	that	a	great	many	tiny	sherds	and	fragments	were	recovered	indicates	that	the	excavators	were	very	sharp-eyed	and	that	they	collected	everything	they	spotted.	
																																																								3	This	map	is	missing	from	minimal	documentation	that	exists	for	the	excavations.	
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	Figure	2–4.	Beginning	excavations.		 In	unit	S12	W1,	the	excavators	found	a	feature	(Feature	1?)	that	appears	to	be	a	deep	trench	of	some	sort;	this	was	exposed	beneath	what	appears	to	be	an	ashy	layer	beneath	the	topsoil	(Figure	2–5).	Excavators	sank	a	deep	test	hole	into	the	southeast	corner	of	the	unit.	Figure	2–5	shows	the	darker	soil	of	the	trench	(?)	feature	as	well	as	a	recent	planting	hole	(?)	indicated	by	the	dark	soil	in	cutting	into	the	ash	(?)	layer	in	the	units’	south	profile.	Items	recovered	in	this	unit	included	a	rock,	an	unidentified	bone,	brick	fragments,	glass	(mostly	nineteenth	century	in	date),	and	ceramics	from	both	the	eighteenth	and	nineteenth	centuries.	Finds	from	the	topsoil,	ash	(?)	layer,	and	the	feature	were	mixed	together,	so	it	is	impossible	to	arrive	at	a	date	for	the	filling	of	the	trench	feature.4	
		 Figure	2–5.	Test	pit	sunk	into	a	possible	trench	feature	in	S12	W1.																																																									4	It	appears	that	excavators	did	not	assign	the	trench	a	feature	number.	
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Discovery	of	the	trench-like	feature	prompted	the	excavators	to	extend	excavations	to	the	north	and	south	of	unit	S12	W1,	resulting	in	a	very	long	test	trench	running	across	the	grid	(labeled	“B”	in	Figure	2–1).	Deetz	often	employed	long	trenches	like	this	at	large	open	sites;	he	was	known	to	refer	to	these	as	his	“Cecille	B.	DeMille”	trenches.	In	1973	an	even	longer	“DeMille”	trench	was	excavated	across	the	rear	yard	of	the	house	(see	discussion	of	the	1973	season	below).	As	the	excavators	explored	the	area	directly	outside	the	front	door,	they	uncovered	a	cobblestone	drip	paving	around	a	broken	mill	stone	serving	as	the	front	step	(Figure	2–6).	
	 	 	Figure	2–6.	Left,	view	of	worn	millstone	and	drip	paving	(Feature	3)	under	excavation;	center,	extension	of	units	towards	the	front	door;	right,	plan	view	of	millstone	and	cobble	paving.			 Feature	2	was	a	stone-lined	cellar	hole	that	will	be	discussed	separately	below.	Feature	3	was	the	large	stone	doorstep	and	surrounding	cobble	paving.	The	bag	list	indicates	that	Feature	3	was	located	in	the	western	half	of	units	S11	W5	and	S12	W5	but	does	not	say	what	it	was;	Sara	Belkin	discusses	the	finds	from	Feature	3	in	Chapter	4.	Features	4	and	5	
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are	both	pits	(Figure	2–7)5;	Feature	4,	in	S4	W5,	appears	to	have	been	a	borrow	pit	(a	pit	dug	for	clay,	sand,	cobbles,	or	other	materials,	often	dug	during	construction	of	a	house);	its	fill	produced	six	fragments	of	white	ball	clay	smoking	pipes;	two	of	the	pipestem	fragments	have	8/64-inch	bore	diameters.	It	is	possible	that	they	date	to	the	late	seventeenth	or	early	eighteenth	century.	Feature	5	is	much	shallower	and	produced	artifacts	of	both	eighteenth-	and	nineteenth-century	date;	it	may	have	been	a	planting	hole.	
	 	Figure	2–7.	Left,	Feature	4,	a	borrow	pit	(?);	right,	Feature	5,	shallow	pit.		
Barn	Excavations,	1972		 The	1972	season	involved	fairly	extensive	exploration	of	the	former	location	of	a	barn	(Figure	2–8).	Several	barns	have	existed	on	the	property	over	its	history.	In	the	nineteenth	century	a	two-story	barn	occupied	a	prominent	position	to	the	southwest	of	the	house	(Figures	2–9,	2–10);	this	barn	stood	on	the	property	until	1921	when	it	was	moved	elsewhere	(Dempsey	and	Friedberg	2006).	The	auger	testing	indicated	that	there	were	deposits	of	interest	in	the	former	location	of	this	large	barn	and	prompted	initial	probes	of	
																																																								5	One	bag	list	entry	indicates	that	Feature	4	was	in	the	rear	yard	(Unit	2)	but	also	states	“possible	confusion.”	Another	bag	list	entry	places	Feature	4	in	S4W5.	It	is	not	altogether	clear	whether	the	confusion	involved	assigning	a	Feature	4	designation	to	more	than	one	feature,	or	confusion	as	to	whether	this	feature	was	in	the	front	or	the	rear	yard	(though	the	latter	seems	highly	unlikely).	
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	Figure	2–8.	Tan	shading	indicates	location	of	barn	excavations.		
	Figure	2–9.	Undated	view	of	the	Bradford	Homestead	from	the	southwest,	showing	the	barn.		
	Figure	2–10.	Undated	view	of	house	and	barn	showing	fruit	trees	around	the	barn	and	in	the	west	yard	area.		
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	Figure	2-11.	Montage	of	barn	excavations:	top	left,	opening	units;	top	and	center	right,	deep	excavations	in	five-foot	units;	bottom	left,	trenching;	bottom	right,	exposing	part	of	cellar	lining,	indication	that	at	least	a	portion	of	the	barn	was	cellared	under.		
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the	area	by	opening	up	five-foot	squares	on	the	grid;	it	is	clear	that	the	depth	of	deposits	here	was	considerable,	prompting	the	excavators	to	abandon	the	grid	and	to	dig	large	trenches	through	the	area.	The	reason	for	the	depth	of	deposits	becomes	clear	when	one	examines	the	photographic	record	and	notes	the	large	stones	that	suggest	the	presence	of	a	cellar.	This	feature	was	not	exposed	in	plan.	As	noted	earlier,	no	field	forms	exist	for	any	of	the	excavation	areas	and	units;	it	seems	that	no	plan	maps	or	profile	maps	were	made	of	any	of	the	units	or	trenches	excavated	in	the	barn	area.	Two	of	the	images	in	Figure	2–11	indicate	that	there	was	some	sort	of	stone-lined	cellar	under	at	least	a	portion	of	the	barn,	but	since	the	stones	that	appear	in	the	figure	seem	to	represent	only	one	side	of	the	cellar,	it	is	impossible	to	estimate	the	size	of	the	putative	cellar.		 Finds	from	the	barn	area	were	abundant	and	included	the	usual	ceramics,	glass,	and	pipe	fragments;	excavations	were	all	“surface	to	sub”	with	no	effort	made	to	distinguish	stratigraphic	layers.	As	might	be	expected	in	and	around	a	barn,	many	metal	objects	or	fragments	of	objects	were	present,	most	of	them	rusted	iron	items	such	as	spikes,	nails,	wire,	etc.;	the	vast	majority	of	the	artifacts	date	to	the	late	nineteenth	and	early	twentieth	century,	although	there	are	earlier	items	mixed	in.	The	excavation	methods	did	not	permit	recovery	of	evidence	of	any	earlier	barns	or	of	anything	else	that	may	once	have	existed	in	this	locale.		
Feature	2	Excavations,	1972		 Feature	2	is	by	far	the	most	intriguing	feature	at	the	site.	It	is	without	a	doubt	a	cellar	hole,	although	only	the	bottom-most	stones	of	the	cellar	lining	survive.	The	auger	survey	indicated	organically-enriched	deposits	west	of	the	existing	Bradford	House,	so	at	first	a	
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five-by-five	unit	on	grid	was	excavated;	this	seems	to	have	been	placed	directly	over	of	what	proved	to	be	the	filled-in	cellar	hole;	it	was	dug	to	considerable	depth	before	additional	units	were	opened,	gradually	expanding	the	excavation	area	to	expose	the	cellar	feature	in	its	entirety.		
	Figure	2–12.	Tan	shading	indicates	location	of	Feature	2.			 Once	the	extent	of	the	cellar	hole	was	exposed,	the	grid	was	abandoned	and	the	feature	was	excavated	by	shovel	in	a	most	unorthodox	manner,	as	can	be	seen	in	Figure	2-13.	This	was	done	with	shovels,	with	the	cellar	fill	being	either	loosened	from	above	and	then	scooped	out	of	the	hole,	or	dragged	into	the	hole	by	people	standing	in	it.	No	effort	to	detect	or	record	stratigraphy	was	made,	and	all	finds	from	the	feature	were	jumbled	together	and	labeled	as	“cellar	fill”	with	no	distinction	as	to	where	in	the	cellar	anything	came	from.	
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	Figure	2–13.	Top	left,	opening	units	on	grid	over	Feature	2;	top	right,	expanding	the	area	to	expose	the	cellar	hole;	bottom	left,	exposing	the	extent	of	the	cellar	fill;	bottom	right,	removing	the	cellar	fill.			 If	one	looks	closely	at	Figure	2–13,	top	right,	one	sees	a	concentration	of	brick,	mortar,	and	stone	in	the	north	end	of	the	cellar	hole	(this	image	is	facing	roughly	southwest).	This	looks	very	much	like	chimney	fall	or	collapse;	the	present	of	large	stones	suggests	a	hearth	or	hearth	base.	It	is	also	possible	that	this	is	demolition	material	dumped	into	the	hole,	but	it	seems	likely	that	this	material	came	from	the	structure	that	once	stood	over	the	cellar	hole	(why,	one	might	ask,	would	anyone	haul	it	any	distance	when	there	was	a	ready	hole	to	receive	it?).	Figure	2–14	shows	a	portion	of	the	concentration	of	brick	up	close.	Another	image	from	the	site	photos	shows	what	one	assumes	are	these	bricks	stacked	into	the	bed	of	a	pickup	truck.	It	seems	likely	they	were	destined	to	become	someone’s	patio	or	barbeque.	Only	two	brick	fragments	were	retained	in	the	collection;	one	because	it	appeared	to	be	molded,	the	other	because	it	seems	to	be	part	of	a	glazed	header.	There	is	
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one	fragment	of	mortar	in	the	collection.	It	is	highly	unlikely	that	the	cellar	hole	represents	an	unheated	outbuilding.		
	Figure	2–14.	Concentration	of	brick,	stone,	and	mortar	at	north	end	of	Feature	2.			 Other	objects	in	the	fill6	include	many	of	an	architectural	nature:	two	fragments	of	turned	window	leads,	lead	flashing,	a	fire-reddened	clinched	nail,	wrought	rosehead	nails,	machine-cut	nails,	wire	nails,	a	butterfly	hinge.	There	is	an	abundance	of	pottery	of	eighteenth-	and	nineteenth-century	date	with	a	few	sherds	possibly	dating	to	the	seventeenth	century	(Figure	2–15).	The	most	definitive	seventeenth-century	find	is	the	fig-shaped	bowl	and	stalk	of	a	latten	spoon;	this	sort	of	spoon	would	have	been	out	of	fashion	by	the	eighteenth	century	and	is	likely	to	have	been	cast	off	when	the	new	house	was	built.	Because	no	stratigraphic	control	was	applied	during	excavation,	it	is	difficult	to	say	with	confidence	more	than	that	the	cellar	hole	has	materials	dating	from	the	seventeenth	century	through	the	nineteenth	century	and	so	must	have	been	open,	perhaps	in	use,	until																																																									6	Sara	Belkin	discusses	the	finds	from	Feature	2	at	greater	length	in	Chapter	4.	
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sometime	in	the	nineteenth	century.7	No	structure	in	this	location	is	depicted	on	nineteenth-century	maps,	but	it	beggars	belief	that	a	large	hole	would	have	been	left	open	as	a	trash	repository	for	well	over	100	years	(although	such	a	practice,	interpreted	as	a	form	of	ancestor	worship	and	preservation	of	memory,	has	been	documented	at	other	sites;	see,	e.g.,	King	1994,	1996).	
	Figure	2–15.	Base	of	a	redware	milk	pan	from	Feature	2;	it	seems	to	have	been	found	on	or	among	the	stones	lining	the	cellar	hole.			 Based	on	the	limited	evidence	to	hand,	a	case	can	be	made	for	Feature	2	to	have	been	the	cellar	of	the	seventeenth-century	Major	John	Bradford	House.	One,	it	looks	right	(Figure	2–16);	two,	the	amount	of	brick,	stone,	and	mortar	at	the	north	end	of	the	cellar	hole	seems	appropriate	for	the	hearth	and	chimney	of	a	substantial	domestic	dwelling;	three,	it	did	produce	some	seventeenth-century	materials.	Lack	of	documentation	of	stratigraphic	layers	and	hence	of	possible	different	episodes	of	deposition	weakens	the	case,	but	we	
																																																								7	Though	one	must	note	that	the	fill	also	produced	three	projectile	points,	one	of	which	has	been	identified	as	dating	to	the	Paleoindian	period	in	North	America	(ca.	10,000	years	before	the	present).	
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know	now	something	that	historical	archaeologists	did	not	know	in	the	1970s.	In	the	early	days	of	excavations	at	historic	home	sites,	archaeologists	were	of	the	mind	that	seventeenth-century	houses	were	single-cell	houses;	this	notion	led	them	to	believe	that	cellar	holes	constituted	the	entirety	of	the	foundation	of	a	seventeenth-century	home;	when	one	revisits	early	site	reports	(when	these	exist),	it	becomes	clear	that	archaeologists	seldom	explored	beyond	a	cellar	hole	in	an	attempt	to	locate	other	portions	of	a	house	that	extended	beyond	the	storage	cellar.	They	were	not	aware	that	most	houses	were	only	partially	cellared	under	and	that	cellar	holes	did	not	constitute	the	full	and	complete	footprint	of	a	house	(see	Cummings	1979).8	Eventually	archaeologists	began	to	realize	that	First	Period	houses,	especially	by	the	third	quarter	of	the	seventeenth	century,	often	included	in	their	footprints	rooms	set	on	ground	sills	or	stone	foundations	set	in	shallow	trenches;	earlier	houses	may	have	been	constructed	using	post-in-the-ground	technology.	
	Figure	2–16.	Feature	2	after	excavation,	facing	north.																																																									8	Deetz	(1977:	96)	was	aware	that	early	First-Period	houses	were	not	single-cell	but	elongated	structures,	usually	cross-passage	houses,	which	Deetz	referred	to	as	longhouses	(a	term	usually	reserved	for	homes	that	incorporate	an	animal	byre).	
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		 With	our	current	knowledge	and	current	techniques	for	locating	subsurface	features,	it	should	be	possible	to	conduct	a	non-destructive	survey	of	the	area	beyond	the	Feature	2	cellar	hole.	One	tends	to	assume	that	the	late	seventeenth-century	house’s	front	elevation	would	have,	like	the	1714	Bradford	House,	faced	south.	A	geophysical	survey	using	ground-penetrating	radar	or	other	technique	is	well	suited	for	locating	subsurface	features	that	could	represent	portions	of	the	earlier	house,	including	post	holes;	electromagnetic	survey	might	provide	evidence	of	the	distribution	of	nails	or	architectural	hardware	that	was	left	in	place	when	the	house	was	dismantled.9	If	proof	positive	that	Feature	2	belonged	to	the	seventeenth-century	Bradford	House,	it	is	strongly	recommended	that	in	future	the	JRVHS	sponsor	such	a	survey.		
Excavations	in	the	Rear	Yard,	1972	and	1973		 Work	in	the	rear	yard	began	in	1972	and	continued	in	summer	1973	(Figure	2–17).	
	Figure	2–17.	Rear	yard	excavations;	dark	blue	circle	indicates	the	location	of	the	well.																																																									9	Goldstein	was	able	to	determine	the	locations	of	doors	and	windows	at	the	Josiah	Winslow	House	in	Marshfield,	Massachusetts	by	plotting	the	distribution	of	clinched	nails	and	window	glass,	respectively	(Beaudry	et	al.	2003).	
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	While	the	focus	was	on	areas	closest	to	the	rear	of	the	house,	there	was	testing	in	the	huge	lot	behind	the	house.	This	took	the	form	of	another	of	the	“DeMille”	trenches,	this	one	stretching	from	the	northeast	rear	corner	of	the	house	some	several	hundred	feet	across	the	yard	(Figure	2–18).	The	trench	seems	to	have	uncovered	nothing	of	particular	interest	away	from	the	house;	a	line	of	stones	appears	in	both	images	of	Figure	2–18;	presumably	this	is	an	element	of	an	active	work	area	behind	the	house.	The	letters	K	and	J	on	Figure	2–17	indicate	the	location	of	two	five-foot	square	test	units	at	the	eastern	extent	of	the	yard	(Figure	2–18).		
	Figure	2–18.	Two	views	of	the	trench	across	the	rear	yard;	left,	looking	south	towards	the	house;	right,	facing	north	towards	the	rear	of	the	lot.	The	trench	appears	largely	devoid	of	features.	
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	Figure	2–19.	Test	pit	“K.”		 The	area	directly	behind	the	house	had	a	mixture	of	cobble	and	brick	paving	as	well	as	other	features;	the	paved	surfaces	were	not	designated	as	features	(Figure	2–20).	Of	particular	interest	is	an	area	designated	as	Feature	15,	an	arrangement	of	boulders	and	slab	stones	interpreted	as	possibly	an	outdoor	hearth	(Figure	2–21);	deposits	above	and	around	this	feature	were	labeled	as	“ashy.”	Finds	from	Feature	15	are	discussed	by	Sara	Belkin	in	Chapter	4;	they	range	in	date	from	ca.	1840–1880	and	are	possibly	associated	with	the	site’s	occupation	by	tenants	of	the	Beals,	or	possibly	by	the	McGrath	family.	
	Figure	2–20.	Cobblestone	drip	paving	along	the	rear	foundation	of	the	house,	with	a	slab	stone	edging	and	a	brick	paving	beyond.	
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	Figure	2–21.	Feature	15,	an	outdoor	cooking	hearth	with	ash	pit.	A	possible	post	hole	in	the	lower	left	of	this	image	may	indicate	that	some	sort	of	roof	may	have	been	erected	above	this	feature.			
The	Well		 The	well	was	also	excavated	in	1973	(Figure	2–22).	It	had	been	abandoned	and	filled	around	1921,	when	tenants	living	in	the	house	moved	elsewhere	because	the	house	was	about	to	be	renovated	turned	into	a	museum.	The	abundance	of	material	culture	(whole	bottles	and	ceramic	vessels,	etc.	in	the	“Top	Fill”	of	the	well	clearly	excited	the	excavators;	items	were	quickly	washed	in	the	field	and	displayed	on	the	grass	(Figures	2–23	and	2–24).	There	does	not	seem	to	have	been	much	of	anything	below	the	top	fill,	or	perhaps	further	excavation	was	too	risky.	The	tenants	from	1911–1920	were	Sebastiano	and	Carmella	Acolla,	Italian	immigrants,	and	their	American-born	sons	Fierontino	and	Gaetano;	the	Acollas	also	had	a	boarder,	Roberto	(13th	US	Federal	Census	Records	1910;	Belkin	2010,	2016).	It	seems	highly	likely	that	the	Acollas	were	responsible	for	the	outdoor	fireplace	and	for	the	well	top	fill.	Artifacts	from	the	fill	include	numerous	wine	bottles	along	with	liquor	
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and	champagne	bottles,	the	accumulation	of	which	and	single	episode	of	disposal	leads	one	to	believe	that	the	Acollas	may	have	practiced	home	wine	making	and	that	they	did	not	expect	to	continue	to	do	so	in	the	place	to	which	they	moved.			
	Figure	2–22.	Excavating	the	well	and	cleaning	the	finds	on	the	spot.		
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	Figure	2–23.	Beverage	alcohol	containers	from	the	top	fill	of	the	well.			
	Figure	2–24.	Left,	miscellaneous	household	goods	and	a	large	conch	shell	found	in	the	top	fill	of	the	well;	right,	metal	and	leather	artifacts	including	a	kettle,	coal	scoop,	barrel	hoops,	horseshoes,	and	in	the	center	of	the	picture,	the	pulley	used	to	bring	buckets	of	water	up	from	the	well.			
The	West	Yard		 In	addition	to	excavation	of	Feature	2	in	the	west	yard	of	the	house,	a	large	area	along	the	west	elevation	of	the	house	was	opened	up	and	explored	(Figure	2–25).	Photos	of	this	activity	show	no	trees	or	bushes	in	this	area,	but	we	know	from	Figure	2–10	that	in	the	nineteenth	century,	and	seemingly	at	other	times,	there	were	fruit	trees	and/or	shrubs	planted	in	this	vicinity.	And	this	is	precisely	what	the	
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excavators	uncovered;	Figure	2-26	shows	numerous	small	pits	that	are	most	likely	planting	holes,	as	well	as	a	root	stump	and	a	rather	large	rodent	burrow.		
	Figure	2–25.	Opening	units	in	the	west	yard.		
	
	Figure	2–26.	Evidence	of	planting	holes	for	shrubs	or	small	trees	in	the	west	yard	area.	The	top	photo	shows	what	appears	to	be	a	large	rodent	burrow	(on	the	left).	
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Concluding	Remarks		 The	volunteers	who	worked	with	Eckholm	and	Deetz	on	the	1972	and	1973	excavations	at	the	Bradford	site	were	an	amazingly	energetic	and	productive	crew—they	moved	a	lot	of	dirt.	They	followed	certain	archaeological	conventions	(straight	sidewalls,	for	instance).	One	likes	to	think	that	had	they	been	asked	to	follow	and	record	stratigraphy	and	to	fill	out	field	forms,	they	would	likely	have	made	a	good	job	of	it.	The	result	would	have	been	that	we	would	know	much	more	about	what	they	were	doing	and	why,	what	they	thought	of	what	they	were	finding,	and	all	those	other	details	that	one	cannot	glean	from	photographic	images	alone.	But	without	Eckholm’s	excellent	photographic	record	of	every	step	and	every	day	of	the	“dig,”	we	would	have	very	little	to	work	with	indeed.	It	is	hoped	that	creating	a	narrative	around	the	photos	provides	a	path	for	better	interpreting	the	thousands	of	artifacts	from	the	Bradford	site.	These	artifacts	are	the	subject	of	Chapter	4;	Chapter	3,	which	follows,	explains	the	activities	undertaken	for	the	Major	John	Bradford	Homestead	Archaeological	Collections	Project.		 	
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Chapter	3	
The	Archaeological	Collections	Project			 The	collections	project	for	the	artifacts	excavated	from	the	Major	John	Bradford	Homestead	in	1972	and	1973	began	in	June,	2009,	when	artifacts	and	other	materials	from	the	Bradford	excavations	were	transported	from	storage	at	Plimoth	Plantation	to	the	Research	Laboratory	in	the	Department	of	Archaeology	at	Boston	University.		 The	chief	goals	of	the	project	were	to	process	all	of	the	finds	that	had	not	been	cleaned,	to	sort	all	materials	into	their	provenience	groups,	to	catalogue	all	finds	and	to	rebag	and	re-box	all	finds	using	appropriate	archival	storage	media.	The	first	step	involved	sorting	out	materials	in	each	of	the	Plimoth	Plantation	storage	boxes	(Figure	3–1).	The	materials	were	placed	in	these	boxes	in	the	1980s	by	Douglas	George,10	then	an	intern	at	Plimoth	Plantation.	When	George	undertook	his	collections	management	project,	it	appears	he	began	with	artifacts	that,	after	the	1972–73	excavation,	had	been	removed	from	various	provenience	groups,	assembled	according	to	material	(white	ceramics,	glass,	redware),	and	placed	in	large	wooden	trays	(see	Figure	3–2,	center).	It	also	appears	that	George	simply	poured	all	the	sherds	or	glass	fragments	directly	from	the	trays	into	boxes.		Other	artifacts	he	placed	in	boxes	mainly	according	to	type	of	material	(bottles,	shoe	leather,	clam	shells,	iron,	etc.),	though	a	great	deal	of	the	collection	was	never	dealt	with	post-excavation,	so	several	of	the	boxes	contained	artifacts	in	disintegrating	paper	bags,	some	with	legible	labels.		 There	were	many	boxes	containing	paper	bags	filled	with	artifacts	that	had	never	been	cleaned	(washed	or	dry-brushed,	as	appropriate)	or	labeled.	Some	of	the	field	bag	labels																																																									10	The	late	Douglas	C.	George	was	one	of	Beaudry’s	PhD	students	in	the	1980s	and	worked	with	her	on	an	NEH-funded	project	to	re-catalogue	finds	from	C–1,	C–2,	and	C–3.	
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provided	provenience	information,	in	other	words,	the	excavation	area,	coordinates	of	the	excavation	unit,	sometimes	information	on	soils	or	depth	of	deposit,	date,	and	initials	or		
	
	Figure	3–1.	Top,	Sara	Belkin	explores	contents	of	the	boxes	of	C–23	artifacts	brought	from	Plimoth	Plantation;	bottom	left,	general	view	of	the	boxes,	bottom	right,	condition	of	box	contents.		name	of	excavator.		In	the	absence	of	field	notes,	the	paper	bag	labels	proved	most	helpful.		Artifact	labels	on	artifacts	that	had	been	processed	at	Plimoth	Plantation,	when	present,	consisted	of	dashes	for	the	site	number	and	dots	(or	blobs)	of	model	airplane	paint,	a	system	developed	by	Deetz	to	speed	up	the	labeling	process.	The	colors	represent	numbers	from	0–9,	and	the	numbers	on	the	artifacts,	besides	the	“23”	indicated	by	tan	dash/red	
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dash,	represent	a	list	of	codes,	#s	1–103,	each	in	turn	representing	a	provenience	(a	unit,	square,	or	feature).11	The	unanticipated	ill	effects	of	this	labeling	system	are	that	the	paint	sometimes	faded,	making	it	difficult	to	identify	the	colors,	and	that	in	some	instances	the	dots	or	dashes	or	blobs	flaked	off.	While	this	project	re-bagged	finds	according	to	provenience,	it	did	not	involve	relabeling	any	of	the	previously	labeled	finds,	nor	did	it	involve	labeling	the	newly	processed	finds.	
	Figure	3–2.	Left,	artifact	labeling	at	Plimoth	Plantation	in	the	1970s;	center,	sorting	artifacts	after	cleaning	them	in	the	field;	right,	cleaning	leather	shoe	parts	at	Plimoth	Plantation	lab.			 It	was	important	to	sort	the	artifacts	and	to	return	them	to	their	original	proveniences	lots	insofar	as	possible	in	order	1)	to	prepare	an	accurate	and	far	more	detailed—and	hence	more	informative	and	useful—catalog	of	finds;	2)	to	make	it	possible	to	attempt	spatial	analysis	of	the	distribution	of	artifacts	across	the	site;	and	3)	in	order	to	attempt	to																																																									11	Throughout	this	report	this	list	of	codes	is	referred	to	as	the	bag	list,	but	at	Bradford	no	bag	numbers	were	assigned	in	the	field,	so	a	given	code	number	refers	to	all	of	the	finds	from	a	feature	or	excavation	unit,	regardless	of	depth	or	volume.	
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ascertain	whether	any	of	the	excavated	features	may	have	been	filled	in	over	time,	based	on	artifacts	of	differing	dates	within	them.	While	in	this	report	we	do	discuss	the	likelihood	of	features	being	filled	slowly	over	time	(Feature	2)	or	all	at	once	(well	top	fill),	only	Belkin,	in	her	study	of	children’s	material	culture	from	site	(2010),	has	attempted	any	kind	of	spatial	analysis.	
	Figure	3–3.	Work-study	student	Ed	Lipschus	sorting	Box	9,	the	white	ceramics,	into	their	proveniences.	Note	the	Deetz	color	coding	system	key	in	the	foreground.			 The	most	onerous	task	was	completed	first:	sorting	through	a	box	containing	several	thousand	sherds	of	white	ceramics	(Figure	3–3).		The	box	was	labeled	“Hard	Whiteware,”	which	is	a	generic	term	coined	by	James	Deetz	for	pretty	much	all	nineteenth-century	ceramics	with	a	white	paste.	Knowledge	of	refined	or	“improved”	white	earthenwares	has	become	more	nuanced	since	the	1970s,	and	we	took	this	into	account	during	our	cataloging	efforts.	We	also	found	mixed	in	with	the	“hard	white”	many	sherds	that	are	not	whiteware	
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per	se	(e.g.,	eighteenth-century	delftware	and	white	salt-glazed	stoneware)	and	so	were	able	to	identify	those	items	properly.	
	
	Figure	3–4.	Drying	rack	trays	filled	with	artifacts	that	had	not	been	previously	cleaned.			 Once	all	of	the	labeled	finds	were	sorted	into	their	provenience	groups,	they	were	catalogued	(Figure	3–5).	Cataloguing	was	done	via	direct	entry	into	a	FilemakerPro	database12	using	a	system	devised	by	Kate	Swanson	Ness.	The	catalogue	indicates	provenience	when	known,	type	of	material,	and	object	quantities	and	identifications	as	well	as	box	numbers	and	can	be	searched	readily	and	sorted	by	any	criterion.	Inclusion	of	the	number	of	the	box	in	which	each	item	is	stored	makes	it	possible	for	future	researchers	to																																																									12	We	have	provided	the	catalogue	to	JRVHS	on	a	thumb	drive	as	an	Excel	spreadsheet	file	for	ease	of	use.	
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learn	which	of	the	numbered	boxes	hold	the	particular	artifacts	or	types	of	artifacts	that	are	of	interest	to	them.	
	Figure	3–5.	Work-study	students	cataloguing	finds.			 All	items	were	re-bagged	in	ziplock	bags	labeled	with	provenience	information	if	possible	(many,	many	finds	have	no	provenience	data).	The	bags	have	been	placed	in	acid-free	coroplast	Hollinger	boxes	bearing	acid-free	labels	providing	site	designation,	box	number,	and	provenience	data	where	possible;	the	Bradford	collection,	consisting	of	just	
	Figure	3–6.	Coroplast	Hollinger	boxes	awaiting	acid-free	labels.	 	under	100,000	artifacts	(n=97,789;	see	Chapter	4)	is	stored	in	a	total	of	56	Hollinger	boxes	Appendix	A	is	the	Box	Inventory,	which	is	keyed	to	the	Entry	#s	on	the	Artifact	Catalog	(Appendix	B).		 	
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Chapter	4	
Artifacts	from	the	Bradford	House	Excavations	
by	Sara	Belkin	
		 Excavators	at	the	Major	John	Bradford	house	in	1972	and	1973	recovered	a	total	of	97,789	artifacts.	This	number	refers	to	individual	pieces	of	material	culture,	most	of	which	are	fragmentary.	Determination	of	the	minimum	number	of	vessels,	objects,	or	individual	items	requires	further	research	and	examination	and	was	outside	the	scope	of	the	present	collections	project.	In	the	1970s,	some	of	the	artifacts	were	cleaned,	re-bagged,	and	given	provenience	numbers,	but	more	than	half	were	left	in	their	original	paper	field	bags	and	were	wholly	untreated.	The	Major	John	Bradford	excavation	artifacts	were	originally	housed	at	the	Plimoth	Plantation	collection	facility;	in	2009	the	materials	were	transferred	to	the	Archaeological	Research	Laboratory	at	Boston	University	where	the	collection	was	washed,	re-bagged,	and	fully	catalogued.	The	objects	were	cataloged	according	to	a	system	created	by	Kathryn	Swanson	Ness.13		
Overall	Artifact	Summary		 Of	the	total	assemblage	of	97,789	artifacts,	42,089	were	classified	as	ceramic,	25,275	as	glass,	21,705	as	inorganic,	7,680	as	organic,	and	1,040	as	mineral.	Ceramic	artifacts	dominate	the	assemblage,	constituting	43.04	percent	of	the	total.	The	material	recovered	dates	from	the	early	eighteenth	century	to	the	early	twentieth	century,	but	is	dominated	by	materials	that	date	from	the	mid-eighteenth	through	the	nineteenth	century.	The	breakdown	of	the	overall	assemblage	is	presented	graphically	in	Figure	x–1.	
																																																								13	Dr.	Ness	is	now	Curator	of	Collections	at	Plimoth	Plantation. 
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Figure	4–1.	Comparative	percentages	of	the	components	of	the	Bradford	House	artifact	assemblage.	
	
Ceramic	Artifacts		 Representing	just	over	43	percent	of	the	assemblage,	the	ceramic	assemblage	contains	the	majority	artifacts	uncovered	during	the	excavations.	Earthenwares	dominate	the	ceramic	assemblage,	constituting	96.8	percent	(40,748)	of	the	total.	In	addition,	there	are	916	artifacts	of	stoneware	and	425	of	porcelain.	Of	the	40,748	earthenware	artifacts,	13,126	(32.21%)	are	Coarse	Red	Bodied,	10,570	are	White	Improved	(25.90%),	2,463	are	Pearlware,	1,848	are	White	Ball	Clay,	1,605	are	bricks,	1,524	are	unidentified,	1,480	are	Yellowware,	and	1,052	are	Ironstone	(Table	1–1).		 The	abundance	of	Coarse	Red-Bodied	sherds,	most	with	traces	of	lead	glaze,	suggests	that	many	of	the	ceramics	deposited	at	the	Bradford	site	were	utilitarian	in	purpose,		
Bradford Artifact Class Percentages
Ceramic 43.04%
Glass 25.84%
Inorganic 22.22%
Organic 7.81%
Mineral 1.06%
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Table	4–1.	Earthenware	from	Bradford	House	excavations.	
Earthenware	by	type	 #	of	fragments	 %	Coarse	Red	Bodied	 13,126	 32.21%	White	Improved	 10,570	 25.90%	Pearlware	 2,463	 6.04%	White	ball	clay	 1,848	 4.53%	Brick	 1,605	 	3.90%	Yellowware	 1,480	 3.63%	Ironstone	 1,052	 2.50%		including	flower	pots,	milk	pans,	crocks,	storage	pots,	and	jugs.	Unfortunately,	lead-glazed	redware	was	produced	too	widely	and	over	too	long	a	period	of	time		to	allow	calculation	of	specific	dates	of	manufacture.	The	presence	of	many	other	earthenware	ceramics,	however,	provides	tighter	ranges	of	manufacture	dates,	including	White	Improved	(1820–1930),	Pearlware	(1780–1840),	Yellowware	(1840–1900),	and	Ironstone	(1842–1930).	Many	of	these	ceramics,	and	others	that	are	abundantly	present	at	Bradford,	suggest	a	function	of	dining	and	entertainment	since	many	of	their	forms	include	plates,	soup	bowls,	platters,	tea	wares,	pitchers,	and	tureens.		 Excavators	recovered	916	stoneware	artifacts	from	Bradford,	including	260	(28.38%)	fragments	of	white	salt-glazed	stoneware,	107	(11.68%)	Rhenish	type,	96	(10.48%)	salt	glazed,	95	(10.37%)	scratch	blue,	79	gray-bodied,	62	unidentified,	and	55	Albany	Slip.	The	stoneware	ceramics	have	a	much	earlier	date	of	manufacture	than	the	earthenware	ceramics,	since	many	date	to	the	early	and	mid-eighteenth	century.	White	salt-glazed	ceramics	were	manufactured	between	1720	and	1780	and	became	popular	tableware	type	in	the	early	eighteenth	century.	At	Bradford,	the	fragments	of	white	salt-glazed	stoneware	are	from	the	following	types	of	vessels:	bowls,	cups,	jugs,	plates,	and	tea	wares.	Many	of	the	Rhenish	ceramics,	which	were	manufactured	between	1660	and	1725,	present	at	Bradford	
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feature	sprig-molded	decorations	as	well	as	manganese	decoration	and	date	to	1650–1725.	The	scratch	blue	decorated	salt	glazed	ceramics,	which	are	found	on	archaeological	sites	dating	between	1744	and	1775,	were	associated	with	dining	(plates,	bowls,	and	cups).		 The	majority	(40.9%)	of	the	425	porcelain	artifacts	remain	unidentified.	Yet	86	sherds	(20.23%)	are	catalogued	as	Chinese	export,	66	(15.52%)	as	China,	56	as	English	soft-paste,	and	28	as	Bisque.	Additionally,	there	are	several	fragments	of	Batavia	ware,	Bone	china,	Chinese	Imari,	and	Ching	blue	on	white.	Although	the	majority	of	the	porcelain	ceramics	recovered		have	a	dining	function,	43	porcelain	buttons	were	also	collected,	including	23	Prosser	molded	buttons	dating	to	the	nineteenth	century.		 There	are	several	notable	ceramics	that	warrant	further	discussion.	In	Square	W15	S9,	excavators	recovered	the	spout	fragment	of	an	Elers-type	teapot	with	engine-turned	zig-zag	decorations	around	the	spout.	This	type	of	red	stoneware	was	commonly	manufactured	after	1760	until	the	end	of	the	eighteenth	century.	Also	noteworthy	were	the	267	fragments	of	Rockingham	ware	that	were	collected	from	the	site.	Rockingham	ware	was	mass-manufactured	both	in	the	United	States	and	England	beginning	in	the	mid-nineteenth	century	and	was	available	to	many	in	the	United	States.	The	use	of	Albany	slip	was	identified	on	55	stoneware	fragments	recovered	from	the	site;	a	type	of	decorated	ceramic	manufactured	in	New	York	during	the	mid-nineteenth	century.	Of	the	earthenware	ceramics,	42	Whieldon	ware	fragments	were	identified,	including	nine	Whieldon	Cauliflower	ware	ceramics.	Cauliflower	ware	was	popular	between	1760–1780,	and	was	decorated	with	slip-cast	or	molded	cauliflowers	and	painted	green	and	yellow.		 Additional	interesting	ceramics	include	the	porcelain	bisque	fragments,	which	are	fragments	of	several	late	nineteenth-century	porcelain	dolls	recovered	during	excavation,	
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including	facial,	head,	and	body	fragments.	Two	of	these	bisque	fragments	contain	marks,	with	one	reading	A	M	190.	This	mark	may	represent	the	German	doll	maker	Armand	Marseille,	and	its	manufacturing	date	of	1900.	Thirty-two	earthenware	marbles	were	recovered,	including	2	shooter	marbles	known	as	chalkies	and	30	commie	marbles.	These	artifacts	suggest	the	presence	of	children	playing	at	Bradford	at	the	end	of	the	nineteenth	century.	Of	the	1,848	fragments	of	white	ball-clay	tobacco	pipes	present	at	Bradford,	several	pipes	featured	extraordinary	designs	or	were	stamped	or	molded	with	the	names	of	their	manufacturers.	In	Square	N12	W1,	a	partial	Dutch	pipe	stem	and	spur	was	uncovered.	The	stem	featured	an	elaborate	molded	repeating	motif	of	clams.	On	both	sides	of	the	spur	is	a	shield	of	arms.	On	the	left	side	of	the	spur,	the	shield	contains	a	cross.	The	shield	on	the	right	side	contains	three	horizontal	lines	bisected	by	one	vertical	line.	On	the	base	of	the	spur	there	is	an	impressed	pictorial	mark	of	a	milkmaid	carrying	two	buckets.	This	“milkmaid”	figure	has	been	impressed	on	Dutch	pipes	from	1660	until	1920.	An	Irish	Home	Rule	pipe,	featuring	a	popular	political	design	dating	to	the	1850s	was	recovered	from	Feature	14.	Nine	pipes	were	stamped	with	Glasgow,	a	major	production	center	of	tobacco	pipes	in	the	nineteenth	century.	Of	those	nine	pipes,	three	were	stamped	with	“McDougall,”	two	with	“White,”	and	one	with	“Murray.”	McDougall	refers	to	the	Duncan	McDougall	Company	that	operated	the	Glasgow	Pipe	Manufactory	between	1847	and	1891.	The	stamped	“White”	refers	to	the	W.	White	Company	in	Glasgow	that	operated	in	the	nineteenth	century.	
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Glass		 Glass	artifacts	constitute	the	second-most	abundant	class	of	artifacts	uncovered	during	the	excavations,	making	up	25.84	percent	of	the	total	assemblage.	Of	this	assemblage,	colorless	glass	makes	up	44.10	percent,	aqua	glass	35.33	percent,	and	green	glass	16.0	percent.	Only	42.80	percent	of	the	glass	artifacts	were	machine	made,	with	51.04	percent	manufactured	using	a	mold	in	a	non-	or	partially	mechanized	process.		 The	glass	artifacts	catalogued	are	mostly	fragmentary,	which	makes	positive	identification	of	their	original	forms	and	functions	difficult.	As	a	result,	some	of	the	form	classifications	are	broad,	though	a	small	number	could	be	narrowed	down.		Of	the	25,275	glass	artifacts,	10,818	fragments	(42.80%)	represent	machine-made	window	glass,	5,816	glass	artifacts	(23.01%)	were	identified	as	an	unidentified	vessel	fragments,	and	4,344	(17.18%)	were	identified	as	unidentified	bottle	fragments.	More	specifically,	1,010	bottle	fragments	were	positively	identified	as	fragments	of	wine	and	champagne	bottles.	These	types	of	bottles	were	manufactured	in	the	mid-nineteenth	century	through	the	process	of	turn-molding.	Many	of	the	wine	bottles	would	have	had	wire-closures	that	would	have	held	the	cork	in	place.	Additionally,	45	bottle	fragments	were	identified	as	blueing	bottles;	several	of	these	once	contained	Sawyer’s	Crystal	Blueing.	The	Sawyer	Company	was	established	in	1858	and	manufactured	these	bottles	between	1880	and	1905.	A	complete	Bromo	seltzer	bottle	was	recovered.	Its	maker’s	mark,	an	M	in	a	circle	on	the	base,	indicates	that	it	was	produced	by	the	Maryland	Glass	Corporation	for	the	Emerson	Drug	Company	and	dates	this	bottle	to	1916	or	later.	Other	glass	artifacts	include	284	fragments	of	glass	cups	or	tumblers,	55	threaded-lip	jars,	18	glass	stoppers,	13	fragments	of	stemware,	15	buttons,	seven	octagonal	ink	bottles,	five	glass	beads,	and	one	six-sided	
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candlestick	holder.	A	partial	tumbler	uncovered	in	N5	W6	features	an	embossed	shield	with	an	F	on	its	partial	base.	The	Federal	Glass	Company,	which	produced	this	tumbler,	was	established	in	1900	in	Columbus,	Ohio	and	in	the	1920s	became	a	major	producer	of	cheap	machine-made	tumblers.	Many	of	the	tumblers	found	at	Bradford	feature	the	same	faceted,	fluted,	sides,	as	the	tumbler	found	in	N5	W6.		 Table	4–2.	Glass	from	Bradford	House	excavations.														
Inorganic	Artifacts		 There	are	21,705	inorganic	artifacts	making	up	22.22	percent	of	the	total	assemblage,	including	metal,	plastic,	rubber,	and	synthetic	artifacts.	This	class	is	dominated	by	metal	artifacts,	which	make	up	99.0	percent	of	the	inorganic	artifacts.	Additionally	there	are	145	rubber,	32	plastic,	8	synthetic,	and	27	unidentified	artifacts.	The	metal	artifacts	are	
Glass	Object	 #	of	fragments	 %	Window	 10,818	 42.80	Vessel	 5,816	 23.01	Bottle	 4,344	 17.18	Chimney	 2,533	 10.02	Wine/Champagne	 866	 3.42	Cup/Tumbler	 281	 1.11	Wine	bottle	 144	 0.56	Unidentified	 124	 0.49	Tableware	 88	 0.34	Druggist	 58	 0.22	Jar	 55	 0.21	Blueing	Bottle	 45	 0.17	Spirits	bottle	 24	 0.039	Stopper	 18	 0.071	Button	 15	 0.059	Stemware	 13	 0.051	Mirror	 10	 0.039	Milk	Bottle	 7	 0.027	Ink	Bottle	 7	 0.027	Bead	 5	 0.019	Pitcher	 3	 0.011	Jewelry	 1	 0.0	
Total:	 25,275	 100	
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composed	of	iron	(96.1%),	steel	(1.4%),	copper	alloy,	lead,	brass,	pewter,	latten,	tin,	aluminum,	and	galvanized	iron.	The	13,008	iron	nails	dominate	the	metal	assemblage,	constituting	59.9	percent	of	the	metal	artifacts.	These	include	hand-wrought	nails,	machine-cut	nails,	and	wire	nails,	as	well	as	264	brads,	28	finishing	nails,	7	roofing	nails,	and	6	latch	nails.	The	modern	machine-cut	nails	were	manufactured	beginning	in	the	1830s,	while	wire	nails	were	not	produced	in	significant	quantities	until	the	1880s.	Similar	to	the	nails,	there	are	several	other	architectural	iron	artifacts,	including	66	screws,	157	hand-wrought	stakes,	172	pieces	of	wire,	and	43	hand-wrought	spikes.	Other	kinds	of	metal	artifacts	recovered	include	an	intact	boilerplate,	479	bottle	caps,	46	bucket	fragments,	30	hinges,	11	gear	fragments,	five	kerosene	burners,	two	hoes,	one	hatchet,	and	one	axe.	Of	the	470	bottle	caps,	110	were	identified	as	crown	bottle	caps,	which	were	invented	in	1890.	The	axe,	which	was	found	in	N4	W6,	has	a	Kent	axe	head,	a	common	English	cut,	dating	to	the	nineteenth	century.	The	boilerplate	is	made	from	cast	iron	and	features	a	raised	ornate	flower	design	on	the	front	and	an	unidentifiable	patent	number	on	its	back.	Also	recovered	were	nine	shell	casings,	including	a	Winchester	Nublack	#10,	manufactured	between	1905	and	1938,	and	a	Smith	and	Weston	shell	manufactured	in	1878.		 There	are	several	metal	or	other	inorganic	artifacts	of	personal	adornment,	including	83	buttons,	35	buckles,	five	suspender	buckles,	four	garter	buckles,	four	jewelry	rings,	one	girdle	buckle	with	insets	for	jewels,	and	one	plastic	hair	pin.	There	are	also	metal	artifacts	representing	leisure	activities,	including	two	harmonica	reed	plates,	a	jaws	harp,	a	tuning	fork,	four	jacks,	and	one	cast	iron	toy	pony	(Figure	4–).	The	earliest	harmonicas	that	feature	reed	plates	were	produced	as	mouth	organs	in	the	1850s.	Harmonicas	became	an	
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inexpensive	and	popular	instrument	by	the	end	of	the	nineteenth	and	early	twentieth-century.	
	Figure	4–2.	Children’s	artifacts;	top,	cast-iron	pony,	bottom	marbles	of	clay	and	glass.			
Organic	Remains		 Organic	remains	make	up	7.81%	of	the	total	assemblage	(Table	4–3).	The	organic	items	excavated	are	predominately	faunal	remains.	Of	the	bones,	64.53	percent	(4,935)	are	from	mammals,	birds,	fish,	and	reptiles	(Table	4–4).	Additionally	there	are	411	(5.37%)	dental	fragments,	including	two	human	premolars.	Coal	and	the	coal	by-product	known	as	furnace	clinker	make	up	1.03	percent	(79)	and	0.052	percent	(40)	of	the	total	organic	assemblage.	Excavators	also	recovered	1,182	(15.45%)	shells	and	fragments	of	shell	from	the	site.	The	majority	of	these	are	clam	and	oyster	shells,	with	smaller	quantities	identified	as	scallop,	hermit	crab,	duck	clam,	hard	clam,	Kitten’s	Paw	clam,	and	Quahog	shells.	Also	recovered	was	a	large	intact	conch	shell.		 Of	the	organic	non-food	remains,	there	are	891	(11.65%)	fragments	of	gray,	black,	and	brown	leather,	most	of	which	are	the	remains	of	leather	shoes.	This	subassemblage	
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contains	complete	and	partial	soles,	uppers,	heels,	rands,14	copper	alloy	eyelets	and	laces.	Many	of	the	soles	are	machine	stitched	and	contain	soling	nails	and	wooden	pegs,	a	production	capability	beginning	in	1811.	Some	artifacts	assigned	to	the	Inorganic	class	are	parts	of	the	leather	shoe	fragments,	such	as	rubber	heels.	The	presence	of	leather	fragments	suggests	that	the	inhabitants	of	Bradford	may	have	made	their	own	shoes	or	were	capable	of	mending	their	own	leather	footwear.		 Table	4–3.	Organic	remains	from	Bradford	House	excavations.								
	Figure	4–3.	Leather	shoe	parts.		
																																																								14	Thin	rubber	bindings	that	run	around	the	junction	of	the	upper	and	sole	and	partway	up	the	boot.	
Organic	Material	 #	of	fragments	 %	Bone	 4,935	 64.53	Shell	 1,182	 15.45	Leather	 891	 11.65	Dentition	 411	 5.37	Coal	 79	 1.03	Unidentified	 76	 0.99	Furnace	clinker	 40	 0.52	Pit	 19	 0.24	Seed	 7	 0.09	Horn	 5	 0.06	Nut	 2	 0.0	
Total:	 7,647	 100.0	
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Mineral	Artifacts		 The	mineral	artifacts	make	up	1.06%	of	the	total	assemblage.	The	392	plaster	fragments	and	crumbs	make	up	37.69	percent	of	the	mineral	subassemblage.	Also	recovered	were	96	(9.23%)	fragments	of	sand-tempered	mortar.	Additionally,	84	pieces	(8.07%)	of	wood	were	found.	This	subassemblage	is	dominated	by	the	572	rocks	that	were	recovered	(55.0%).	This	includes	stone	points	and	debitage	and	flakes	from	stone-tool	production	by	Native	American	occupants	of	the	site	prior	to	European	colonization.		
Areas	of	Particular	Interest		 The	excavations	at	the	Bradford	House	uncovered	nine	features;	items	recovered	from	each	of	these	features	were	catalogued	and	bagged	separately.	The	features	range	from	a	large	stone-lined	cellar	hole	to	a	stone	“fireplace”	area,	to	several	pits	(see	Chapter	2	for	discussion	of	the	excavation	of	these	features).	In	this	section	of	the	report	I	examine	the	artifacts	recovered	from	the	most	interesting	of	these	features	in	an	attempt	to	make	interpretations	as	to	how	these	areas	were	used	by	past	occupants	of	the	house.	Artifact	analysis	will	allow	me	to	attempt	to	ascertain	the	dates	of	manufacture	of	these	artifacts	as	well	as	to	understand	the	formation	and	purpose	of	these	features.		
Feature	2:	Cellar	Hole		 Feature	2	is	a	stone-lined	cellar	hole;	the	artifacts	from	Feature	2	were	in	the	fill	the	excavators	removed	during	excavations.	Because	the	cellar	fill	was	excavated	without	regard	to	stratigraphy	and	artifact	find	spots	were	not	recorded,	the	artifacts	are	helpful,	in	a	limited	way,	for	understanding	the	history	and	function	of	this	feature.	Since	the	existing	
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Bradford-house	was	built	ca.	1714,	people	have	speculated	as	to	whether	this	feature	was	the	cellar	hole	beneath	a	portion	of	the	original	seventeenth-century	house,	wondering	when	the	first	house	was	built,	when	it	was	torn	down,	and	when	the	cellar	hole	was	filled	in.	The	artifacts	excavated	from	this	feature	provide	a	very	basic	timeline	for	the	fill,	in	the	sense	of	allowing	identification	of	the	oldest	and	the	most	recent	objects	that	were	in	the	fill,	providing	a	rough	terminus	ante	quem	(date	before	which)	and	terminus	post	quem	(date	after	which	or	TPQ),	which	I	will	present	after	detailing	what	was	recovered	from	this	feature.	A	total	of	6,074	artifacts	was	recovered	from	Feature	2,	including	1,525	(25.1%)	ceramic	artifacts,	487	(8.01%)	glass	fragments,	1,367	(22.45%)	inorganic	objects,	2,215	(36.46%)	organic	items,	and	481	(7.95%)	mineral	artifacts.		 The	ceramic	artifacts	can	be	divided	into	1,491	(97.32%)	earthenware,	29	stoneware,	and	12	porcelain	artifacts.	Coarse	redware	fragments	constitute	the	majority	of	the	earthenware	(47.41%),	followed	by	236	pieces	of	white	ball-clay	smoking	pipes,	and	168	pieces	of	White	Improved	earthenware.	There	are	also	39	handmade	bricks,	95	Yellowware,	35	Creamware,	34	New	England	black-glazed	redware,	32	Pearlware,	28	Delftware,	27	Staffordshire	type,	14	New	England	slip-decorated	redware,	seven	Willow	ware,	six	Ironstone,	six	Rockingham	ware,	and	four	Annular	ware	sherds,	along	with	one	sherd	of	possible	Jackfield-type.	Many	of	the	White	Improved	sherds	are	decorated	with	scalloped	edges,	transfer	prints,	and	are	hand	painted.	The	Pearlware	ceramics	also	are	decorated,	feature	blue	and	green	shell	edge	decoration,	transfer	prints,	or	blue	or	purple	sponge	decoration.	Additionally,	stoneware,	such	as	Albany	Slip,	Rhenish,	Scratch	blue,	Westerwald,	and	White	salt	glazed,	as	well	as	porcelain,	such	as	Batavia	ware,	Bisque,	Chinese	export,	Chinese	Imari,	and	Chinese	blue	on	white	sherds	were	deposited	in	Feature	
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2.	Batavia	ware	dates	between	1740	and	1780	and	is	known	for	its	brown	exterior.	The	ceramic	artifacts	range	from	utilitarian	kitchen	artifacts	like	crocks,	deep	pans,	jugs,	and	milk	plans,	to	serving	ware	such	as	dishes,	cups,	bowls,	plates,	platters,	soup	bowls	and	teawares.	The	ceramics	also	range	in	dates,	from	the	early	eighteenth	century,	including	the	White	salt	glaze,	Delftware,	and	Rhenish	ceramics,	to	the	mid-	to	late	eighteenth	century,	among	these,	the	Scratch	blue,	Batavia,	Creamware,	Pearlware,	and	Willow	ware,	and	through	the	nineteenth	century,	i.e.,	the	Yellowware,	White	Improved,	Ironstone,	and	Albany	slip	ceramics.	Also	recovered	from	Feature	2	was	a	porcellaneous	doll	fragment	and	sherds	from	chamberpots,	buttons,	marbles,	and	tobacco	pipes.		 The	glass	artifacts	recovered	from	Feature	2	also	signify	dining	activities	as	well	as	architectural	functions.	Aqua	glass	dominates	this	assemblage	with	282	(57.9%)	fragments,	followed	by	colorless	glass	(25.66%),	and	green	(8.0%)	and	olive	(3.69%)	glass.		There	are	274	(56.2%)	pieces	of	window	glass,	many	of	which	are	melted	or	burned	as	well	as	14	fragments	of	lamp	chimney	glass.	The	remaining	glass	artifacts	represent	the	activities	of	drinking	and	dining.	Excavators	recovered	39	bottles	in	the	fill,	with	11	identified	as	wine	or	champagne	bottles.	These	wine	bottles	date	to	the	mid	to	late	nineteenth	century	because	of	their	form	and	production.	Two	liquor	bottles	were	identified,	as	well	as	seven	fragments	of	glass	tumblers.	Two	glass	decanter	stoppers	were	found;	the	first	has	a	teardrop	shape	and	contains	an	internal	spiral	design	of	frosted	glass.	The	second	is	a	frosted	stopper	with	a	ball	top.	Also,	a	jar	with	a	threaded	lip	was	recovered	as	well	as	one	irregularly	shaped	black	glass	bead.		 Organic	remains	represent	the	largest	percentage	of	artifacts	recovered	from	Feature	2.	Of	the	organic	remains,	bone	and	dental	fragments	make	up	the	majority	of	this	assemblage	
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(Table	4–4).	Bones	represent	88.89	percent	of	the	remains	and	dental	fragments	makes	up	7.85	percent	of	the	organic	assemblage.	Craig	Chartier	identified	several	animal	and	species	types	from	the	1,969	faunal	remains.	Among	the	107	fish	bones,	82	were	identified,	including	75	bass,	6	cod,	and	1	sturgeon.	Eleven	reptile	bones	have	been	identified,	including	4	box	turtle	and	4	turtle	bones.	Bird	remains	represent	the	second	largest	animal		 Table	4–4.	Faunal	remains	recovered	from	Feature	2. 
Species	 NISP*	 MNI†	Medium	mammal	 709	 	Sheep	 122	 2	Pig	 171	 9	Canis/Lupus	 1	 1	Large	mammal	 25	 	Cattle	 117	 2	Muskrat	 14	 1	Rabbit	 2	 1	Norway	rat	 5	 2	House	mouse	 1	 1	Human	 2	 2	Medium	bird	 104	 	Large	bird	 10	 	Chicken	 55	 8	Duck	 103	 13	Cormorant	 2	 1	Turkey	 8	 2	Goose	 11	 1	Passenger	pigeon	 3	 1	Oyster	Catcher	 3	 1	Ring-necked	duck	 1	 1	Fish	 21	 	Cod	 11	 1	Sturgeon	 1	 1	Striped	Bass	 78	 8	Box	Turtle	 5	 2	Painted	Turtle	 1	 1	Bullfrog	 1	 1	TOTALS	 1650	 63		 *NISP:	number	of	identified	species		 †MNI:	minimum	number	of	individuals		 Identification	rate:	47.3%.		type	found	in	Feature	2.	Identified	are	432	bird	bones,	including	94	duck,	54	chicken,	14	goose,	13	turkey,	10	bobwhite,	2	roosters,	and	2	cormorants	as	well	as	245	unidentified	
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bird	bones.	Mammal	remains	dominate	the	faunal	assemblage,	particularly	large	quadrupeds.	There	are	868	unidentified	mammal	bones	and	139	deer	bones,	73	pig	bones,	20	horse	bones,	12	muskrat,	16	cow,	and	14	sheep.	In	addition	to	faunal	remains,	64	shell	fragments	were	found.	Finally,	an	ivory	comb	was	recovered.	The	comb	is	two-sided	and	7.8	cm	long	and	4.5	cm	wide.	One	side	has	thicker	teeth	with	the	other	side	fine	teeth.		 Inorganic	artifacts	represent	22.45%	of	the	total	Feature	2	assemblage.	Of	that,	1,362	(99.63%)	are	metal	objects.	There	are	1,323	(97.13%)	iron	artifacts,	16	copper	alloy,	10	lead,	nine	pewter,	two	tin,	and	one	galvanized	iron	and	steel	artifact.	The	metal	items	represent	several	functions,	including	architectural,	adornment,	farming,	and	food	preparation.	In	addition	to	1,072	nails,	excavators	recovered	one	screwdriver	blade	with	a	flat	head,	one	screw,	two	horse	shoes,	two	harness	ornaments,	a	flat	hoe	blade,	fragments	of	buckets,	and	a	barrel	hoop.	These	artifacts	represent	activities	related	to	animal	husbandry	and	farming.	Artifacts	relating	to	personal	adornment	are	four	pewter	shoe	buckles	and	six	buttons.	One	copper	alloy	button	is	a	two-piece	domed	button	with	embossed	lace	pattern	with	an	overlapping	horseshoe	on	the	front.	A	copper	alloy	suspender	clasp	was	also	recovered.	Significantly	the	excavators	also	recovered	a	1723	Hibernia	half	penny.	The	coin	features	the	writing	“Georgicus	Dei	Gratia”	on	the	obverse	with	the	embossed	writing	“Hibernia	1723”	and	on	the	reverse	the	image	of	a	woman	with	an	eleven-stringed	harp	(Figure	4–).	One	tends	to	consider	a	dated	coin	as	providing	a	firm	link	to	the	eighteenth	century,	but	it	seems	that	some	Hibernia	coins	may	have	been	imported	into	the	United	States	in	the	early	nineteenth	century	along	with	English	trade	tokens	(Danforth	2000).		
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 Figure	4–4.	Obverse	and	reverse	of	a	Hibernia	1723	coin.			 Additionally,	excavators	recovered	metal	artifacts	related	to	dining.	A	fragment	of	a	cast-iron	pot	was	found,	as	was	one	crown	bottle	cap	and	four	fragments	of	a	cast-iron	stove.	Five	knife	blades	were	recovered,	including	two	with	forged	iron	blades	and	one	with	a	spatula	style	blade.	A	cast-iron	three-tined	fork	was	found;	the	stem	of	the	fork	bulges	into	a	slight	baluster	shape	with	a	knop	and	a	rounded	2.1	cm	long	tang.	Finally,	excavators	recovered	five	spoons	from	Feature	2.	The	first	spoon	is	made	of	iron	with	an	egg-shaped	bowl.	The	remaining	four	spoons	are	made	from	latten	(copper	alloy)	and	date	from	the	beginning	of	the	eighteenth	century.	The	first	has	a	fig-shaped	bowl	with	a	four-sided	semi	rounded	partial	stem	that	is	broken	off	before	the	finial.	It	may	have	been	a	slipped-in-the-stalk	spoon	and	may	have	been	tinned.	The	second	latten	spoon	has	a	partial	four-sided	rounded	stem	with	a	strawberry	finial.	This	may	also	have	been	tinned;	tinning	was	common	on	latten	spoons	to	make	them	look	like	they	were	made	of	silver	or	fine	pewter.	These	two	spoons	date	to	the	seventeenth	century.	The	third	spoon	is	represented	by	a	partial	handle	that	narrows	towards	the	end	of	the	stalk	that	would	have	been	attached	to	the	bowl.	The	last	spoon	has	an	irregular	egg-shaped	bowl.		 Finally,	481	mineral	artifacts	were	recovered	from	Feature	2.	This	includes	389	(80.8%)	fragments	of	plaster,	49	(10.18%)	fragments	of	mortar,	42	rocks	including	one	Paleo-
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Indian	arrowhead,	and	one	piece	of	furnace	scale.	The	presence	of	mortar,	bricks,	and	window	glass	suggest	that	part	of	Feature	2’s	fill	resulted	from	the	demolition	episode	of	a	structure	on	the	property,	perhaps	the	structure	that	once	stood	above	the	cellar.	Since	the	stratigraphy	of	this	feature	was	not	preserved,	we	are	unable	to	understand	the	chronology	of	formation,	use,	and	fill	of	this	feature.	The	presence	of	objects	dating	to	the	late	seventeenth	and	early	eighteenth	century,	including	the	pewter	spoons	and	the	early	ceramics,	suggest	that	this	feature	was	at	least	present	during	the	very	beginning	of	this	property’s	history.	The	fact	that	nineteenth-century	objects	were	also	included	in	the	fill	suggests	that	the	house	that	extended	over	this	cellar	hole	may	have	remained	standing	until	well	after	the	new/existing	house	was	built	ca.	1714.	The	turtle	and	frog	bones	hint	at	an	open	hole	that	led	to	small	animal	tragedies,	as	does	the	wide	date	range	of	the	artifacts	found	in	the	fill;	the	most	recent	artifacts,	those	of	nineteenth-century	date,	lead	to	the	interpretation	that	the	cellar	hole	was	not	completely	filled	until	that	century,	the	seventeenth-	and	eighteenth-century	items	suggest	that	the	cellar	existed	in	the	seventeenth	century	but	lay	open	to	receive	refuse	discarded	throughout	the	eighteenth	century.	Alternatively,	the	cellar	hole	was	filled	all	at	once	sometime	in	the	nineteenth-century	with	rubbish	and	soil	mined	from	elsewhere	on	the	site,	resulting	in	the	deposition	of	materials	from	all	phases	of	the	historical	occupation	of	the	site.	While	it	is	likely	that	there	would	have	been	early	objects	lying	or	trodden	into	the	“floor”	of	the	cellar,	the	excavation	methods	did	not	allow	for	observations	of	this	sort.	Recommendations	for	further	clarification	of	the	status	of	Feature	2	through	geophysical	survey	are	made	in	Chapters	2	and	5.		
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Feature	3	
		 Feature	3	is	located	in	the	western	half	of	squares	S11W5	and	S12W5,	units	in	which	excavators	uncovered	half	of	a	highly	worn	millstone	and	a	cobble	drip	paving.	It	is	unknown	whether	the	artifacts	bagged	as	Feature	3	finds	are	associated	with	the	soil	on	top	of	the	stone,	around	the	stone,	or	below	the	stone	(the	bag	list	suggests	all	of	the	above).	There	were	648	artifacts	recovered	from	Feature	3.	The	308	ceramic	artifacts	recovered	make	up	the	majority	of	the	artifact	assemblage	(47.53%).	Excavators	also	recovered	212	inorganic	artifacts	(32.70%),	118	glass	(18.20%),	six	organic,	and	four	mineral	artifacts.		 Of	the	308	ceramics,	earthenware	artifacts	dominate	the	ceramic	assemblage	with	299	earthenware	ceramics.	The	majority	of	the	earthenware	artifacts	are	153	Coarse	Red	Bodied	(51.17%).	Also	identified	are	48	White	Improved,	20	Yellow	ware,	19	White	ball-clay	tobacco	pipes,	ten	brick,	ten	refined	buff	paste,	eight	Pearlware,	eight	New	England	black	glazed	redware,	six	combed	Staffordshire	type,	six	New	England	red-bodied	slipware,	six	plain	Creamware,	and	one	Rockingham	ware.	There	are	four	Stoneware	ceramics,	including	two	partial	Rhenish	type	jugs,	one	Albany	slip,	and	one	white	salt	glaze.	Of	the	five	porcelain	ceramics,	one	was	identified	as	Chinese	export.	The	ceramics	forms	identified	include	milk	pans,	crocks,	jugs,	plates,	platters,	mugs,	and	cups.	The	Rhenish	jugs	are	decorated	with	sprig	molds	and	several	of	the	White	improved	ceramics	feature	transfer	prints.	One	white	improved	platter	is	decorated	with	flow	blue	and	one	Pearlware	plate	features	a	blue	shell	edge.		 Feature	3	glass	artifacts	are	mostly	aqua	and	colorless	(33.89%	and	43.22%).	Of	the	glass	artifacts,	26	bottle	fragments	were	identified,	including	one	“Bakers	Orange	Grove	
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Bitters”,	which	was	sold	between	1865	and	1875,	and	one	beer	bottle.	There	are	also	two	glass	tableware	dish	fragments,	including	one	featuring	a	raised	scallop	pattern.	Of	the	organic	artifacts,	six	unidentified	shells	and	three	crumbs	of	mortar	were	recovered	in	Feature	3.			 There	were	211	metal	artifacts	uncovered	in	Feature	3,	including	artifacts	of	the	architecture,	domestic,	and	personal	adornment	nature.	Architecturally,	three	hand	wrought	nails,	150	early	machine-cut	nails	with	applied	heads,	and	one	modern	machine-cut	nail	were	recovered.	A	partial	wrought-iron	thumb	latch,	a	partial	wrought-iron	tapering	knife	blade,	and	an	illegible	wrought-iron	number	were	identified.	Two	significant	metal	finds	were	recovered	in	Feature	3.	Excavators	recovered	an	1881	coin	featuring	a	worn	Indian	profile	on	the	obverse	and	a	wreath	with	a	shield	on	the	reverse.	Secondly	a	watchcase	was	recovered	in	Feature	3	with	“American	Waltham	Watch	Co.”	and	“Patented	Mar	6	1888/	July	10	1888/June	15	1889/11892”	embossed	on	the	front.		On	the	back,	“Patented	Aug.27.95”	was	embossed.	Waltham	Watch	Company	manufactured	watches	and	watchcases	in	Roxbury,	Boston,	and	Waltham	Massachusetts	beginning	in	1850.		 It	seems	likely	that	Feature	3	was	in	use	during	the	nineteenth	century,	though	the	mix	of	possibly	seventeenth-century	ceramic	sherds	with	eighteenth-	and	nineteenth-century	artifacts	gives	the	impression	that	the	millstone	doorstep	and	cobble	drip	paving	was	installed	in	the	nineteenth	century,	though	it	could	easily	have	replaced	an	earlier	doorstep	and	paving.				
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Feature	4			 Feature	4	is	a	pit	located	in	the	front	of	the	house.	Excavators	recovered	417	artifacts	from	this	feature.	Inorganic	artifacts	dominate	the	assemblage	at	55.15%,	with	229	metal	artifacts	and	one	plastic	artifact.	Metal	artifacts	include	95	early	machine	cut	nails	with	handmade	heads,	one	iron	double-panel	buckle,	an	aglet,	and	one	hand-wrought	stake.	The	organic	remains	make	up	10.07%	of	the	Feature	4	assemblage,	and	include	35	shells,	three	peach	pits,	one	nut,	three	coal	fragments,	and	one	possible	mammal	bone.		 The	103	ceramic	artifacts	make	up	24.7	percent	of	the	assemblage.	There	are	95	earthenware	ceramics,	including	37	Coarse	Red	bodied,	46	White	ball	clay	tobacco	pipes,	five	New	England	red	bodied	slipware,	four	White	Improved,	one	Ironstone,	one	refined	buff	paste,	one	Rockingham	type,	and	one	unidentified	earthenware	ceramic	decorated	with	a	gray	transferprint	of	leaves.	A	fragment	from	a	White	Improved	bowl	features	a	molded	scalloped	edge	with	a	painted	gold	band.	Also	recovered	were	three	partial	Rhenish	type	jugs	and	one	salt	glazed	ceramic.	Excavators	collected	three	unidentified	porcelain	ceramics,	including	two	that	form	part	of	the	body	of	a	polychrome	teapot	with	painted	green	leaves	and	vines	with	red	berries.		 There	were	40	(9.59%)	glass	fragments	recovered	from	Feature	4,	with	aqua	and	colorless	glass	making	up	60	percent	and	27.5	percent	of	the	glass	assemblage.	The	Feature	4	glass	assemblage	includes	27	window	pane	fragments	and	seven	bottle	fragments,	including	a	portion	of	a	faceted	milk	bottle	and	a	late	nineteenth-century	wine	bottle	fragment.	It	is	possible	that	Feature	4	was	a	nineteenth-century	planting	hole	with	rubbish	thrown	in	as	crocking	or	to	discourage	burrowing	rodents	from	feeding	on	the	roots,	or	it	
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was	a	borrow	pit	of	some	sort	that	was	used	as	a	trash	repository	after	it	served	its	purpose.		
Feature	5		 Excavators	recovered	48	artifacts	from	Feature	5,	a	shallow	pit	or	planting	hole	that	was	backfilled	in	the	nineteenth	century.	Of	those	48,	37	are	ceramics	(77.08%),	six	are	inorganic,	two	are	glass,	two	are	organic,	and	one	mineral.	There	are	35	earthenware	ceramics	with	12	Pearlware	sherds,	seven	White	ball-clay	tobacco	pipe	fragments,	five	Coarse	red-bodied,	four	Black-glazed	New	England	redware,	four	plain	Creamware,	and	three	White	Improved	sherds.	Of	the	12	Pearlware	sherds,	nine	are	hand	painted	with	a	blue	flower	on	the	mended	interior	of	a	bowl’s	base	and	one	is	hand	painted	with	a	blue	oriental	motif	on	the	body.	There	are	two	stoneware	ceramics,	one	of	which	is	Scratch	Blue.	Feature	5	has	three	glass	bottle	fragments	as	well	as	six	metal	artifacts,	including	two	hand-wrought	nails,	one	hand-wrought	finish	nail,	and	one	hand-wrought	stake.	Additionally,	two	unidentified	shells	were	recovered	along	with	a	possible	stone	toy	marble.			
Feature	10		 In	Feature	10,	605	artifacts	were	recovered.	Ceramic	and	glass	artifacts	dominate	the	assemblage	(41.48%	and	51.40%,	respectively).	There	are	252	ceramic	artifacts,	including	233	earthenware,	17	stoneware,	and	one	porcelain	artifact.	Of	the	233	earthenware	sherds,	78	are	Coarse	red-bodied,	47	are	White	Improved,	34	Pearlware,	23	plain	Creamware,	and	18	are	New	England	Black-glazed	redware.	The	White	Improved	ceramics	feature	transfer	print	designs	as	well	as	shell	edges.	The	creamware	ceramics,	because	of	their	pale	yellow	
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color,	may	date	between	1770	and	1820.	The	remaining	ceramic	artifacts	include	small	quantities	of	Ironstone,	Jackfield	type,	Rockingham	ware,	and	Yellowware.	An	ironstone	plate	manufactured	by	Melor	and	Taylor,	a	company	established	in	1880,	features	a	transfer-print	design	of	an	arcade.	There	are	also	14	burned	bricks	and	8	white	ball-clay	tobacco	pipe	fragments.	Of	the	17	stoneware	sherds,	12	are	White	Salt-glazed,	with	one	fragment	of	a	White	Salt-glazed	teapot	lid.	A	Scratch	Blue	tea	cup	with	an	etched	herringbone	pattern	was	also	collected.	Excavators	also	recovered	one	Chinese	Export	porcelain	sherd	with	a	blue	hand-painted	band	on	the	rim’s	exterior.		 Of	the	311	fragments	of	glass	recovered,	252	are	machine-made	window	glass.	There	are	29	fragments	of	bottle	glass	and	19	unidentified	vessel	fragments.	Additionally	a	mirror	fragment	was	recovered	in	Feature	10;	it	is	backed	with	tarnished	silvering.	Excavators	also	recovered	34	nails,	including	20	hand-wrought	nails,	11	early	machine-cut	with	handmade	heads,	and	three	machine-cut	nails.	They	also	excavated	a	steel	pushpin	with	a	white	plastic	head,	a	copper	alloy	thimble,	and	an	1857	Flying	Eagle	Cent	coin.	Also	recovered	were	two	unidentified	shell	fragments,	one	piece	of	wood,	one	plaster	fragment,	and	one	piece	of	stone.			
Feature	12		 In	the	rear	yard,	in	Feature	12,	excavators	uncovered	255	artifacts.	Ceramic	artifacts	dominate	this	assemblage	with	162	(63.52%)	artifacts.	Of	those	162,	154	are	earthenware	and	8	are	stoneware.	The	earthenware	sherds	recovered	include	66	Coarse	Red-bodied,	28	White	Improved,	21	Pearlware,	11	Yellowware,	five	tin-glazed,	four	New	England	Black-glazed	redware,	three	white	ball-clay	tobacco	pipes,	two	Creamware,	two	Jackfield	type,	
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one	brick,	and	11	unidentified.	The	stoneware	sherds	include	four	White	Salt	glazed,	one	Scratch	Blue,	one	Albany	slip,	one	Rhenish	type	mug,	and	one	unidentified	ceramic.	One	of	the	Creamware	artifacts	has	molded	rope	decoration	on	the	body,	and	two	of	the	Pearlware	rim	fragments	have	green	and	blue	shell-edged	decoration.	A	White	Improved	ceramic	fragment	has	a	light	green	transfer	print	design	and	two	others	feature	hand-painted	unidentifiable	designs.		 Feature	12	also	produced	60	(24.52%)	glass	artifacts.	Window	glass	dominates	this	assemblage	with	37	(61.66%)	fragments.	There	are	also	13	bottle	fragments,	five	pieces	of	lamp	chimney	glass,	four	unidentifiable	vessels,	and	one	cup	fragment.	Of	the	glass	assemblage,	56.6	percent	is	aqua-colored	glass	and	21.66	percent	is	colorless	glass.	Additionally,	excavators	recovered	25	metal	artifacts,	including	14	iron	machine-cut	nails	with	handmade	heads,	two	hand-wrought	stakes,	a	brad,	a	spike,	a	decorative	iron	strap,	and	a	drill	bit.	Finally,	three	fragments	of	mortar,	three	shells,	and	one	mammal	bone	were	found	in	Feature	12.		 The	preponderance	of	the	finds	from	Feature	12	are	of	nineteenth-century	date,	but	there	are	several	that	date	to	the	eighteenth	century	(e.g.,	the	white-salt-glazed,	Scratch	Blue,	and	Rhenish	stoneware	and	the	creamware	and	Jackfield-type	earthenware).		The	C-23	provenience	list	gives	no	indication	of	exactly	what	Feature	12	was,	but	it	seems	likely	it	was	a	trash	deposit	or	midden,	but	it	is	unclear	whether	it	lay	over	or	under	the	paving	stones	behind	the	house,	or	somewhere	else	entirely.	The	artifacts	date	from	the	late	eighteenth	through	roughly	the	middle	of	the	nineteenth	century	and	seem	to	represent	deposition	over	time,	so	this	deposit	could	possibly	be	associated	with	the	
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families	in	residence	during	that	time	period	but	cannot	be	linked	to	a	particular	occupation	episode.	
	
Feature	14	
	 Feature	14	is	found	within	the	squares	N5W5	and	N5W4	in	a	location	just	behind	the	back	of	the	house.	This	feature	is	found	within	a	coal,	ash,	and	upper	fill	deposit	within	an	arrangement	of	stones	that	looks	similar	to	an	outdoor	fireplace	or	cooking	hearth.	Excavators	recovered	246	artifacts	from	Feature	14,	in	addition	to	the	2,563	artifacts	found	in	squares	N5W5	and	N5W4.	The	151	metal	artifacts	represent	the	majority	of	Feature	14	artifacts,	61%	of	the	total	feature	assemblage,	with	iron	nails	dominating	the	metal	assemblage	(73.50%).	There	are	71	machine-cut	nails,	28	modern	wire	nails,	11	early	machine-cut	nails	with	handmade	heads,	and	one	hand-wrought	nail.	The	remaining	metal	artifacts	include	two	hand-wrought	stakes,	one	rectangular	hinge	with	three	holes,	one	iron	rectangular	double-paneled	buckle,	and	one	piece	of	that	appears	to	be	the	foot	of	a	cast-iron	stove.		 Ceramic	artifacts	make	up	28.45	percent	of	the	total	feature	assemblage.	Earthenware	ceramics	dominate	this	assemblage	with	97.14	percent.	Excavators	recovered	25	white	improved	(36.76%),	18	coarse	red-bodied,	11	Pearlware,	six	plain	Creamware,	four	White	ball-clay	tobacco	pipes,	and	four	New	England	Black-glazed	redware	type	ceramics.	Of	the	Pearlware	ceramics;	four	feature	hand-painted	designs.	Additionally,	two	ceramic	platters	were	identified:	a	blue	shell-edged	Pearlware	platter	and	a	White	Improved	platter	with	an	unidentifiable	blue	transfer-print	design.	Also	recovered	was	one	fragment	of	Chinese	export	porcelain	and	one	porcelain	Prosser-molded	button.	Significantly,	excavators	
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recovered	an	intact	Irish	Harp	tobacco	pipe	bowl.	This	bowl’s	partial	stem	has	a	4/64”	bore	diameter.	The	bowl	features	the	same	raised	design	on	both	sides:	a	vine	with	three-leaf	clovers	and	a	decorated	harp	with	nine	strings;	above	the	harp	is	a	crown	with	four	spikes,	a	design	that	was	used	to	show	support	for	Home	Rule	politics	that	was	popular	in	the	mid-nineteenth	century.	One	is	tempted	to	speculate	that	this	pipe	relates	to	the	McGrath	occupation	of	the	site.		
Feature	15		 Feature	15	is	located	in	square	N5W6,	to	the	west	of	Feature	14.	Square	N5W6	contained	1,479	artifacts	overall,	and	Feature	15	contained	2,691	artifacts.	Both	Feature	15	and	N5W6	feature	a	high	percentage	of	wine	and	champagne	bottles	manufactured	in	the	late	nineteenth	century.	Though	ceramics	are	the	highest	percentage	of	artifacts	found	in	Feature	15	(58.08),	the	1,117	glass	artifacts	are	41.50	percent	of	the	total	with	658	glass	bottles,	272	wine	bottles,	and	81	champagne	bottles.	All	the	champagne	and	wine	bottles	in	both	Feature	15	and	N5W6	are	turn-molded	and	olive	green.	Further	examination	of	these	bottles	could	produce	a	minimum	number	of	vessels.	In	addition	to	the	wine	and	champagne	bottles,	there	are	42	fragments	of	spirits	bottles.	Excavators	also	found	seven	fragments	of	glass	tumblers,	each	with	faceted	sides	as	well	as	six	fragments	of	glass	cups.	A	decanter	was	also	recovered	with	molded	decorations	on	its	shoulder.		 Excavators	also	recovered	14	druggist	bottles,	several	with	embossed	panels	with	manufacturing	names.	They	include	a	bottle	labeled	“Doctor	McClanes	American	Worm	Specific,”	manufactured	beginning	in	1844;	“David	Vegetable	Pain	Killer,”	patented	in	1845;	and	finally,	“Dr	J	Hostetter’s	Stomach	Bitters,”	manufactured	between	1854	and	1957.	What	
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is	more,	there	are	11	“Sawyer’s	Crystal	Blueing”	bottle	fragments,	a	laundry	aid	(whitener)	that	has	a	ubiquitous	presence	throughout	the	entire	site.	Also	recovered	from	this	feature	were	10	chimney	glass	fragments,	seven	window	glass	fragments,	two	octagonal	ink	bottles,	one	jar,	and	two	unidentifiable	vessels.	There	were	also	three	fragments	of	oil	lamps,	one	of	them	from	a	Spark	Oil	Lamp.		 The	ceramics	excavated	from	Feature	15	fall	into	an	array	of	types.	Of	the	1,563	ceramic	artifacts,	1,543	(98.59%)	are	earthenware	ceramics.	There	are	691	White	improved,	247	Pearlware,	149	Coarse	Red-bodied,	and	141	Ironstone.	These	make	up	78.78%	of	the	total	ceramic	assemblage	found	in	Feature	15.	The	remaining	earthenware	types	include	63	Yellowware,	54	Mocha	ware.	45	Rockingham	ware,	39	Willow	ware,	32	Creamware,	29	Annular	ware,	11	New	England	Black-glazed	redware,	three	Jackfield	type,	two	North	Devon	grit-tempered	ceramics,	and	one	tin-glazed	ceramic.	Stoneware	ceramics	include	eight	Nottingham	type,	four	White	Salt-glaze,	two	Albany	slip,	one	Bristol	glaze,	one	Rhenish	type,	one	salt-glazed,	and	one	gray-bodied.	Ceramic	objects	include	a	Yellowware	batter	bowl	and	several	Ironstone,	White	Improved,	Annular	ware,	and	Mocha	chamber	pots.	Additionally	there	are	several	coarse	red-bodied	and	refined	buff-paste	crocks	and	crock	lids.	A	Bristol	glaze	ink	bottle	and	an	Albany	slip	jug	and	pitcher	were	also	identified.		 In	Feature	15,	three	distinct	Ironstone	dining	sets	can	be	identified.	Wedgwood’s	Hyacinth	pattern	can	be	found	on	four	plates	and	one	saucer.	The	Hyacinth	pattern	began	production	in	the	1860s.	The	second	set	was	manufactured	by	George	Jones	and	features	the	Fuschia	pattern.	This	pattern	also	began	manufacture	in	the	1860s	and	is	found	on	26	Ironstone	plates,	cups,	and	saucer	fragments	in	Feature	15.	Finally,	another	set	produced	
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by	George	Jones	was	identified.	The	Lily	of	the	Valley	pattern	was	found	on	13	plates	in	Feature	15.	These	feature	maker’s	marks	that	suggest	they	were	manufactured	between	
	Figure	4–5.	Selection	of	finds	from	Context	99,	Feature	15,	midden	behind	house,	date	range	ca.	1840–1880.		1861	and	1873.	Another	Ironstone	plate	features	a	maker’s	mark	on	its	base.	This	reads	“IRSTNE,	CHINA/J.&G.	MEAKEN”.	Since	it	is	not	also	stamped	with	England,	this	plate	predates	1890,	at	which	time	the	McKinley	Tarriff	came	into	effect.15	This	rich	deposit	of	household	rubbish	is	most	likely	associated	with	the	tenants	who	occupied	the	house	after	the	McGraths	moved	away,	although	it	could	also	be	a	trash	midden	that	accumulated	over	almost	the	full	range	of	the	nineteenth	century.		
Feature	16		 Feature	16	contained	724	artifacts.	This	includes	600	(82.87%)	organic	remains,	69	ceramic	(9.53%),	26	inorganic,	24	glass,	and	five	mineral	artifacts.	Excavators	recovered																																																									15	The	McKinley	Tariff	levied	a	tax	of	nearly	50	percent	on	imported	goods	and	required	that	all	importers	mark	their	goods	with	the	country	of	manufacture.	
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569	bones,	16	dental	fragments,	ten	shells,	four	wood	fragments,	and	one	horn	fragment.	A	variety	of	animal	species	are	represented	by	faunal	remains	from	Feature	16,	including	179	unidentifiable	mammal	bones,	143	cow	bones,	eight	pig,	seven	deer,	three	goat,	three	horse,	two	fish,	one	bird,	one	sheep,	and	one	rodent.	In	addition	to	the	bones,	ten	shells	were	recovered,	including	two	clam	shells,	one	oyster	shell,	and	one	large	intact	conch	shell.	A	hair	comb	made	from	an	unidentified	type	of	horn	was	recovered;	it	is	a	single-sided	dressing	comb	with	a	spine	that	features	a	raised	decorative	vintage	motif.		 In	addition	to	the	organic	remains,	excavators	found	69	ceramics	in	Feature	16.	The	67	earthenware	ceramics	dominate	this	assemblage	(97.10%).	This	includes	20	White	Improved	earthenware	sherds,	17	Creamware,	16	Brick,	seven	Ironstone,	two	Yellowware,	one	New	England	Red-bodied	slipware,	one	fragment	of	Delftware,	one	of	New	England	Black-glazed	redware,	and	two	buff-paste	sherds.	There	is	one	unidentified	hand-painted	polychrome	porcelain	coffee	mug	fragment	with	the	vestiges	of	a	broken-off	handle	visible	on	one	side.	This	sherd	has	painted	blue	flowers	and	brown	leaves	with	gray	and	blue	swirling	lines	and	red	and	silver	painted	lines	on	the	rim.	The	base	is	painted	with	“9.”		 Feature	16	also	produced	several	glass	artifacts,	including	17	unidentifiable	vessels,	four	window	glass	fragments,	two	bottle	fragments,	and	one	lamp	chimney	glass	and	one	cup	fragment	featuring	a	notched	diamond	design.	One	of	the	bottles	is	almost	intact	except	for	its	base.	It	is	a	molded	Philadelphia	oval	shape	spirits	bottle	with	one	recessed	panel.		 From	Feature	16	excavators	recovered	two	silver-plated	spoons	imprinted	on	the	stem	with	“Victor’s	co	½”	with	a	circle	divided	into	quarters.	These	spoons	were	manufactured	by	the	Victor	Silver	Company	before	1912	and	have	egg-shaped	bowls	with	tapered	stems	ending	in	a	pointed	scalloped	finial.	From	Feature	16,	10	early	machine-cut	nails	with	
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handmade	heads	were	recovered,	as	were	three	machine-cut	nails	and	three	unidentifiable	nails.	Additionally,	two	hand-wrought	stakes,	one	iron	ring,	and	a	B-shaped	iron	wire	fragment	were	found.	This	feature	seems	to	have	been	a	midden	associated	with	the	turn	of	the	twentieth-century	or	slightly	later	tenants	at	the	site,	perhaps	the	Acolla	family.		
Concluding	Remarks		 The	finds	from	C–23	are	abundant;	they	are	also	highly	mixed;	there	are	no	tightly	dated	features	or	deposits.	The	collection	nevertheless	has	considerable	research	potential.	For	some	it	might	seem	unfortunate	that	the	bulk	of	the	collection	dates	to	the	nineteenth	and	early	twentieth	centuries,	but	this	tends	to	be	true	of	all	historical	home	sites	that	were	occupied	continuously	over	the	centuries.	Now	that	all	materials	have	been	catalogued,	however,	it	will	be	possible	for	researchers	wishing	to	look	at	all	finds	of	seventeenth-	or	eighteenth-century	date	can	search	the	catalogue	database	for	artifacts	diagnostic	of	those	time	periods,	retrieve	them	from	their	storage	boxes/bags,	and	study	them	in	relation	to	the	occupation	of	the	site	by	several	generations	of	the	Bradford	family,	or	do	the	same	for	other,	later	occupations.	
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Chapter	5	
Summary	and	Recommendations	for	Further	Research			 This	report	provides	an	overview	of	the	collections	management	project	performed	in	on	the	materials	excavated	from	the	Major	John	Bradford	Homestead	in	the	1970s	in	order	to	insure	their	long-term	curation	in	appropriate	media,	to	fully	catalogue	the	collection,	and	to	provide	a	finding	aid	so	that	future	researchers	and	exhibit	designers	will	be	able	to	retrieve	objects	of	interest	to	them	for	display	or	for	study,	or	both.	The	activities	undertaken	to	accomplish	this	have	been	described	here	in	Chapter	3,	as	has	the	overall	collection	of	nearly	10,000	artifacts	(Chapter	4).	In	Chapter	2,	a	descriptive	photo	essay	serves	as	the	vehicle	for	chronicling	the	1972–73	excavations.	The	catalogue	and	box	inventory	appear	in	Volume	2	of	this	report;	a	usable	version	of	the	catalogue	has	also	been	provided	separately	as	an	Excel	spreadsheet	file	on	a	DVD	and	a	thumb	drive/memory	stick.		 It	is	hoped	that	the	collection	can	serve	as	the	basis	for	future	research	projects	on	both	the	Bradford	period	of	occupation	at	the	property	as	well	as	on	the	successive	occupants,	including	Irish	and	Italian	immigrants	whose	late	nineteenth-	and	early	twentieth-century	household	rubbish	dominates	the	collection.	Sara	Belkin	has	conducted	case	studies	of	the	artifacts	of	childhood	and	on	the	wine	and	beverage	alcohol	containers	from	the	site;	at	present	these	are	under	revision,	but	they	will	be	submitted	to	the	JRVHS	when	the	editorial	process	is	completed.	They	serve	as	just	two	examples	of	the	research	potential	embodied	by	the	collection.		 Another	type	of	future	research	that	might	prove	useful	is	additional	archaeological	survey	and	ground-truthing	in	the	area	where	Feature	2,	which	gives	every	appearance	of	having	been	the	storage	cellar	of	a	domestic	structure	of	potential	seventeenth-century	
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date.	Geophysical	prospection	is	a	non-destructive	means	of	survey;	it	is	recommended	that	the	JRVHS	commission	such	a	survey	that	might	combine	ground-penetrating	radar	and	electromagnetic	or	other	complementary	method.	This	might	provide	evidence	of	relatively	insubstantial	architectural	features	such	as	post	holes,	ground	sills,	small	storage	cellar	or	root	pit,	drainage	features,	etc.	All	this	is	based	on	current	knowledge	of	early	first-period	houses	in	Plymouth	Colony	as	having	elongated,	linear	footprints	that	extended	well	beyond	their	cellar	holes.	One	might	also	expect	to	encounter	evidence	of	architectural	hardware	and	nails,	window	glass,	etc.,	that,	should	excavations	take	place,	should	be	carefully	recorded	stratigraphically	and	spatially.		 It	would	also	be	of	interest	to	extend	geophysical	survey	across	the	entirety	of	the	rear	yard	of	the	property.	For	much	of	its	life,	this	homestead	was	a	working	farm,	and	probate	documents	mention	a	variety	of	outbuildings,	among	them	a	series	of	barns.	In	the	mid-nineteenth	century,	during	the	Beals’	ownership,	there	was	a	barn,	a	corn	house	(or	crib),	a	wood	house,	and	an	ice	house	(Dempsey	2010b:	25).	An	ice	house	would	have	stored	ice	underground;	it	was	usual	for	ice	pits	to	be	backfilled	with	household	rubbish	upon	abandonment,	so	there	could	be	a	treasure	trove	of	material	in	such	a	feature	that	could	be	highly	informative	and,	if	excavated	with	careful	attention	to	stratigraphic	layering,	the	finds	could	perhaps	be	associated	with	confidence	to	specific	household(s)	that	occupied	the	property.	Careful	excavation	might	also	reveal	whether	the	aforementioned	ice	house	pre-dated	the	Beal	ownership	period.	A	privy	is	mentioned	as	existing	during	the	McGrath	occupation	(Dempsey	2010b:	28),	but	some	sort	of	necessary	house	would	have	been	in	use	throughout	the	occupation	of	the	site;	such	features	are	archaeological	bonanzas	because	they	often	contain	organic	material	preserved	in	a	waterlogged	context,	including	
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evidence	of	human	health	and	hygiene,	and	they	are	often	backfilled	with	household	discards.	A	wide-ranging	geophysical	survey	should	readily	locate	such	deep	shaft	features	as	well	as	a	plethora	of	other	evidence	for	outbuildings,	fences,	animal	pens,	and	so	forth.		 It	is	hoped	that	the	Bradford	Homestead	archaeological	collections,	now	that	they	will	be	accessible	and	stored	under	properly	climate-controlled	conditions,	will	prove	a	lasting	resource	for	future	research	that	elucidates	and	enriches	our	understanding	of	the	history	the	property	and	that	material	culture	studies	can	be	closely	linked	with	the	extensive	documentary	(and	pictorial)	record	of	the	property.	The	very	term	homestead	implies	not	just	a	house,	but	a	home,	and,	in	its	original	sense,	a	stead,	or	place,	a	home	place,	reminding	us	that	the	history	of	a	house	or	a	place	is	a	history	of	families	and	households,	of	fathers,	mothers,	and	children.	The	house	and	its	artifacts,	alongside	the	archaeological	artifacts,	ultimately	allow	us	to	touch	the	very	same	tools,	dinnerware,	toys,	jewelry,	and	so	many	other	items	that	were	part	of	the	daily	lives	of	a	place’s	earlier	occupants,	bringing	us	into	closer,	more	immediate	contact	with	the	people	who	once	lived	there.		 	
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